T&E COMMITTEE #1
~ February 25, 2008

MEMORANDUM
February 21, 2008

TO: Transportation and Environment Committee
&0
FROM: Glenn Orlin, Deputy Council Staff Director
SUBJECT: FY09-14 Capital Improvements Program—-transportation: mass transit,

pedestrian/bikeway, road, traffic improvement, and remaining highway maintenance
projects

Please bring the Recommended FY09-14 CIP (Volume 1) to this worksession.

This is the second Committee worksession scheduled to review the transportation portion
of the FY09-14 Capital Improvements Program. This worksession will include a review of mass
transit, pedestrian/bikeway, road, traffic improvement, and the remaining highway maintenance
projects. A third worksession has been scheduled for February 28 to consider projects not
covered or unresolved from the first two meetings. Because of their complexity the Montrose
Parkway East and Bethesda Metro South Entrance projects will also be discussed on February 28.
A final worksession is scheduled for March 3 to allow the Committee to review its prior
recommendations and to provide an opportunity to revise them.

A, HIGHWAY MAINTENANCE (continued from February 14 meeting)

1. Sidewalk and Infrastructure Revitalization (20-11). This is the project that funds the
bulk of the Renew Montgomery program: replacing damaged sidewalks, curbs and gutters. To

keep pace with an optimal 30-year replacement cycle the County should be replacing 70 miles of
curb and gutter and 35 miles of sidewalk annually. Even with the Renew Montgomery program,
which substantially stepped up this effort when it was introduced more than a decade ago, the
County has not reached the optimal level.

The Executive is recommending the same year-by-year funding levels as in the Approved
CIP. For FY09 the $6 million recommended is enough to replace about 45 miles of curb and
gutter and 22 miles of sidewalk. In FYs10-14 the funding would rise to $6.3 million annually.
The neighborhoods being addressed in FYO08 and those projected to be addressed in FY09 and
FY10 are displayed below. Note that several large subdivisions are addressed in multiple years:



FYO08 areas
Wyngate
Glenview
Derwood Station
Wisconsin Avenue
Glenmeont Hills
Greentree Manor
Glenwood

Fox Hills

Laytonia

FY09 areas (estimated)
South Four Corners Phase 2
Glenview

Glenmont Village
Glenwood

Breewood Manor
Farmingdale

Gayfields

Carroll Knolls

Flower Hill

Greenfield Station

FY10 areas (estimated)
Glenmont Hills
Oranges

Greentrec Manor
Farmingdale

Fox Hills

Plyers Mill Estates
Rock Creek Manor
English Manor
Veirs Mill Village
Paint Branch Estates

Parkwood

Nebel Street

James Creck

Sligo Park Knolls
Twinbrook Parkway
Wohlshire
Germantown Park

_ Carroll Knolls

Mineral Springs

Westmoreland Hills
Glenhaven
Greentree Manor
Glenbrook Knolls
Stoneridge
Longmead

Fox Hills

Plyers Mill Estates
Saybrooke
Laytonia

Glenmont Village
Breewood Manor
Drumaldry
Homecrest

North Potomac
Oakland Terrace
Manor Woods
Bel Pre Woods
Fair Knolls
White Flint

Potomac Village
Crystal Rock Drive
Westmoreland Hills
Observation Drive
Hunting Lane
Tanglewood
Longmead

Flower Hill

Sligo Park Knolls
Glenmont Hills
Drumaldry
Oranges
Cinnamon Woods
Homecrest

North Potomac
Oakland Terrace
Mineral Springs

Sligo Park Knolls
Stoneridge
Cinnamon Woods
Gayfields

Carroll Knolls
Greenwood Knolls
Aspen Hill Park
Garrett Forest
Brooks Farm

Also note that the funding for this project contains a significant amount of Current
Revenue: $3,548,000 in FY09 and $4,348,000 in FY10. This is a remnant of the surplus revenue
that became available during the spring of 2006; much of it was appropriated in the FY(07
Operating Budget, but much was assigned to the CIP for debt eligible projects such as this.

Council staff recommendation:

Introduce and approve an FY08 special

appropriation and a FY07-12 CIP amendment adding $3,548,000 in G.O. bond funding for
this project, and reduce the Current Revenue in this project by an equivalent amount in
FY09 (©29). At this time the FY08 G.O. bond reserve is $12,366,000, so it can readily absorb a

$3,548,000 appropriation.

In this way the same amount of sidewalk and curb and gutter



replacement can occur during FYs08-09—in fact, more could be done this spring and summer
rather than waiting until next spring—while contributing a piece to closing the FY09 budget gap.

2. Street Tree Preservation (20-12). A well-recognized shortfall in infrastructure
maintenance has been the County’s inability to provide cyclical block pruning for over 250,000
street trees that are the County’s responsibility. In FY07 the Council approved $2,300,000 in
FY07 for block pruning. Last year the Council established a continuing program in the CIP
funding block pruning at' $1 million annually, funded with Current Revenue: The County
Executive recommends continuing the $1 million/year funding level over the next six years. The
project description form describes the backlog in tree maintenance and the multitude of
community and environmental benefits of regular pruning. This work is performed by contract.
During this fiscal year the following neighborhoods areas will have had their trees block pruned:

Completed or Planning to be completed in FY08 (estimate)

Potomac Falls Olney Oaks - Lone Oak

Shakespeare Manchester Hopkins

Waters Landing (last half) Kings View Hampton Estates

Kinster Drive Timberlawn River Falls/Masters Drive
Chevy Chase West Middiebrook Manor North  Derwood Station #2

N. Potomac/Dufief Mill Rd. Watkins Meadow Churchill Village
Germantown Estates Middlebrook Commons Middlebrook

Tivoli Warrior Brook _ Fox Chapel
Parkwood (first quarter) ‘

For the future, it is important to note that although many of the areas listed below have
been inventoried, some of the areas have not. The following represents DPWT’s best program
estimate to date based on available information.

Estimated FY(19

Parkwood (last three quarters) Leopold Terrace Plyers Mill
Rokeby Freyman Drive Horn Point Dr./Orchard Valley
Montgomery Village/Goshen Rd.  Rothbury Drive. ‘ Ashleigh Green

Quince Orchard Manor Teversall HOA Woodside CA
Middlebrook Manor South Greencastle Lakes CA Norbeck Hills HOA
Woodmoor Briggs-Chaney Countryside Randolph Hilis
Franklin Park Garrett Forest Randolph Farms
Eberhardt Drive '

Estimated FY10 :

Westminster Maple Ridge Road Decoverly CA

Dodie Terrace & Drive Ridgefield Chester Mill
Centerway Road Lexington Lane ‘ Wynnfield Drive

Glen Echo Heights Potomac Ridge HOA Quince Orchard Estates
Collingwood HOA Garrett Forest CA Wheaton Woods CA

Quail Valley Boulevard



Optimally, the block pruning program would be funded to return to each neighborhood
every 10 years. But this would require a continuing commitment of about $8 million annually,
without adjusting for inflating contract costs. It is highly unlikety that the County can afford this
level of commitment, but a higher level of investment is critical to address those neighborhoods
most in need. Planning staff also urges that funding for this program be increased.

Council staff recommendation: Raise the level of the program to $2 million
annually in FYs11-12 and $3 million/year in FYs 13-14, as shown on ©30.

B. MASS TRANSIT/WMATA

1. ‘Consent’ projects.

() O

D ¥ DYOj]¢ ] 4
+4.6% none

Bus Stop Improvements (21-2)

Equipment and Maintenance Operations Center (21-3) none none
Silver Spring Transit Center (21-7) -1.4% delayed 1 year
Takoma/Langley Transit Center (21-10) none none
Glenmont Metro Parking Expansion (21-14) none none

Council staff recommendation: Concur with the Executive.

2. Montgomery Mall Transit Center (21-5). This project will construct a new transit
center in concert with the redevelopment of Westfield Shoppingtown Montgomery (Montgomery
Mall). The project has been delayed by two years due to the delay of the developer’s
construction of the foundation structure and the provision of utilities. The cost has increased by
$400,000 (53.3%) due to higher than anticipated construction and supervision costs. Council
staff recommendation: Concur with the Executive,

3. White Oak Transit Center (21-12). This project will construct a new transit center on
Lockwood Drive next to the White Oak Shopping Center. The cost has increased by $315,000
(21.3%) due to more accurate construction estimates based on complete design plans. The
project completion has been delayed one year. Council staff recommendation: Concur with
the Executive. Council staff will work with DPWT to show the proper split of FY09 funds
between construction and construction management.

4. Ride On_Fleet Expansion (not in Recommended CIP). A significant aspect of the
Council’s 10-Year Transportation Plan is to expand the Ride On fleet by 144 buses—14 buses
per year—in order to initiate new routes in developing areas and to provide more frequent service
in developed areas. For many years Ride On bus acquisition has been funded from the operating
budget, and so it has had to compete with other operating budget priorities. The first call on bus
acquisition funds, of course, is to replace existing buses that have exhausted their useful life:




about 20 buses need to be replaced annually. There is usually not much fiscal capacity left to buy
buses for fleet expansion.

The Council created a Ride On Fleet Expansion project four years ago, purchasing four
small buses in FY05 with $640,000 in Mass Transit Funds and programming $18 million of
anticipated transportation impact tax funds in FYs07-10. The impact tax funds were never spent:
some time after the FY05-10 CIP was approved the Council greatly ratcheted down its projection
of anticipated transportation impact tax revenue, and as a result the project was closed out.

However, under the recently raised transportation impact tax, there is now some
additional fiscal capacity that could be carved out for the steady expansion of the Ride On fleet,
as called for in the 10-Year Transportation Plan. The Council is assuming $40.6 million more in
impact tax revenue will be collected in FYs10-14 than the Executive has assumed; some of it
could be allocated for this purpose.

Currently there is no maintenance and storage capacity to expand the Ride On fleet. But
if the Council proceeds with funding the completion of at least part of the transit component of
the North County Maintenance Depot by the end of FY12, then the Council could begin funding
for a new Ride On Fleet Expansion project in FY 12, since buses purchased in FY12 would not be
delivered to the County until FY13.

Council staff recommendation: Create a new Ride On Fleet Expansion project,
- allocating $3 million in FY12, $4 million in FY13, and $7 million in FY14, for a total of $14
million, all of which would be funded from transportation impact tax revenue (©31).
Assuming a cost of $500,000 per bus, this would provide enough funds for 28 new buses to be
delivered between FYs13-15.

5. Bethesda Metro South Entrance (not in Recommended CIP). This project will be
discussed at the February 28 worksession.

C. PEDESTRIAN/BIKEWAY PROJECTS

1. “Consent’ projects.

Consent pedestrian/bikeway projects {(page) Funding Change  Timing Change

Greentree Road Sidewalk (23-9) +5.2% delayed 1 year
MacArthur Boulevard Bikeway Improvements (23-11) -4.4% None
Matthew Henson Trail (23-13) +7.3% delayed 1 year
Shady Grove Access Bike Path (23-15) none delayed 1 year
Silver Spring Green Trail - Interim (23-17) _ none None
US 29 Sidewalks (23-19) none None

Council staff recommendation: Concur with the Executive, except to add a note to
Shady Grove Access Bike Path that it is scheduled for completion in FY10.




2. Executive’s Pedestrian Safety Initiative. In December the Executive announced a
major pedestrian safety initiative which called for $3,765,000 in one-time funding and
$4,770,000 in annual funding: $32,439,000 more over the next six-year period. The portion of
the proposed additional spending that would be funded in the CIP was to be $2,040,000 in one-
time funding and $3,350,000 in annual funding: $22,140,000 more during the next six years.
The $10,299,000 balance would be added to the Public Services Program (the six-year operating
budget). A summary of his funding proposal is on ©32,

At the last worksession Councilmember Ervin asked for a status report on the funding of
this initiative in the Executive’s Recommended CIP. To date, the Executive is recommending
the following:

« Funding for the Annual Sidewalk Program project was not increased: it is still $1,350,000
annually. It was not raised by another $1,000,000/year ($6,000,000 over the six-year
period) as had been proposed. However, the Executive is recommending two new
sidewalk projects: construction of the Dale Drive Sidewalk, costing $6 million, and the
design and land acquisition for the Falls Road East Side Hiker/Biker Path, costing about
$5 million, which together is more than $1,000,000 more per year in pedestrian/bikeway
investments than had been explicitly proposed. The Montrose Parkway East project also
includes a new hiker-biker trail and sidewalk each nearly a mile in length.

¢ There are no additional funds to address High Incidence Areas. $1,200,000 more
annually ($7,200,000 more over the six-year period) had been proposed.

e There are no additional funds to redesign/reconstruct roads and intersections for
pedestrian safety. $500,000 more annually (83,000,000 more over the six-year period)
had been proposed.

e There are no additional funds for accessible pedestrian signals. $150,000 more annually
($900,000 more over the six-year period) had been proposed.

+ There are no additional funds for new streetlighting projects. $500,000 more annually
(83,000,000 more over the six-year period) had been proposed.

s Of the $2,040,000 million proposed for streetlighting participation in two State Highway
Administration projects—the Montrose Parkway interchange with Rockville Pike and the
widening of Woodfield Road (MD 124) between Airpark and Fieldcrest Roads—only
$60,000 for planning (spread over 3 years) is recommended for programming.

The Executive hopes for a higher revenue projection for FY09 in March. If so, he may
have further CIP recommendations (accompanying the Recommended FY09 Operating Budget)
that would increase the funds recommended for the CIP element of the pedestrian safety
initiative. '

3. ADA Compliance: Transportation (23-2). This program, inaugurated in FY93,
constructs curb ramps and other street-related improvements required by the Americans with
Disabilities Act of 1991 (ADA). A requirement added to the program a few years ago is to
install warning devices on these ramps for the sight-impaired. The devices are rectangular
patterns of bumps that consist of rubber mats bonded to the concrete for existing curb ramps or
cast into the concrete formwork for new curb ramps.
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As with most other construction, the cost of building curb ramps and warning devices has
increased. It is now estimated to cost about $31.3 million by the time the work is completed, up
from an estimate of $29.7 million two years ago.

For many years this effort has been programmed at $1,622,000 annually; at that rate, the
work will be completed in FY17. The Executive is now recommending a somewhat lesser
annual amount, $1,495,000, that would delay the completion by one more year, to FY18.

Council staff recommendation: Retain the $1,622,000 annual funding in FYs09-10,
but increase the funding to $1,850,000 annually from FY11-o0n, as shown on ©33. At this
pace the program can be completed in FY16. This is $1,474,000 more than the Executive
recommends in FYs09-14, but the program is not only critical for pedestrian safety: it is a civil
rights matter.

4. Annual Bikeway Program (23-3). This project funds a host of bikeway-related
efforts. Its mission is to fund preliminary engineering of new bikeway projects and to construct
those improvements (including signing) costing less than $300,000 each. The construction
funding for a higher cost bikeway is shown in a stand-alone PDF, such as MacArthur Boulevard
Bikeway Improvements.

The Executive is recommending $505,000 (22.2%) less in FYs09-14 than in FYs07-12.
However, this is because several larger bikeway projects were implemented in FYs07-08 and no
new comparably costly bikeways replaced them within the FY09-14 period. Council staff
recommendation: Concur with the Executive.

5. Annual Sidewalk Program (23-4). As noted above, at this time the Executive has not
recommended an increase to the cost of this project, which builds short segments of sidewalks as
requested by individuals and neighborhood associations. The Executive’s Pedestrian Safety
Initiative would increase the annual level of effort by $1,000,000 (74.1%) and by $6,000,000
over the six-year period.

Council staff recommendation: Concur with the Executive. The Committeec may
wish to address this issue now or wait to see if the Executive will recommend more funding as
part of his March CIP recommendations.

6. Dale Drive Sidewalk (23-5). This new project would build a 1,900’-long sidewalk
along the north side of Dale Drive between Mansfield Road and Hartford Avenue in East Silver
Spring, near Sligo Creek Park. There are currently no sidewalks one either side of this segment
of Dale Drive, which is an arterial roadway. The sidewalk would be 5’ wide with a 3’-wide
landscape panel between it and the roadway in several locations. The project also includes
installation of curb and gutter and a storm drain by the sidewalk. It is proposed for design in
FY09 and construction in FYs10-11. The pedestrian/bike impact statement is on ©34-36.




With a price tag of $6,000,000 the Dale Drive Sidewalk has a high price for its length and
for the benefits it will provide. The reason is largely because the sidewalk is planned to be
located off of the existing right-of-way, requiring $1,000,000 for land and $1,000,000 for
retaining walls. DPWT should review the design of the project to find ways to significantly
reduce the cost. Some suggestions:

o Eliminate the landscape panel and place the sidewalk up against the new curb. Dale
Drive has on-street parking, so there would be a buffer between a curbside sidewalk and
the travel lanes. The adjacent section of Dale Drive—from Mansfield Road west to
Wayne Avenue—already has a curbside sidewalk, so this concept would make the
Mansfield-to-Hartford section consistent with the adjacent sidewalk.

® Reduce the width of the parking lanes. The current plans call for 9°-wide parking lanes,
but a width of 7-8’ would suffice.

o Use the wide shoulders on both sides. Much of this segment of Dale Drive has very wide
shoulders on both the north and south sides. The cross-section might be modified to take
advantage of the spare width in these shoulders.

The objective would be to place the sidewalk far enough from the front of the north-side homes
to avoid most of the land costs and the need for retaining walls.

Council staff recommendation: Endorse funding a sidewalk in this section of Dale
Drive, but defer a recommendation on this project for two months to allow time for DPWT
to create a more cost-effective option. The Committee and Council should review this option
in late April.

7. Falls Road East Side Hiker/Biker Path (23-7). This is a new project that would
ultimately build an 8’-wide hiker-biker trail along the east side on Falls Road (MD 189) from
River Road to Dunster Road, a distance of about 4 miles. Most of this stretch of Falls Road does
not have even a sidewalk, so it would provide a safe pedestrian and bike connection to the many
places of worship, schools, and businesses on or near Falls Road. Furthermore, it would link to
hiker-biker trails at both ends, providing a continuous trail from Rockville to the entrance to
Great Falls. The Pedestrian/Bike Impact Statement for this project is on ©37-38.

The Executive is recommending programming $4,960,000 for design and land acquisition
for this trail. However, since Phase II facility planning for it was funded and completed under
the Annual Bikeway Program, it should be a candidate for full funding in the CIP. DPWT
estimates the full project cost to be $16,760,000.

Council staff recommendation: Program the full project, as shown in mock-up PDF
on ©39. Although the trail could potentially be completed by FY 13, this proposal would defer it
by a year to allow more time for land acquisition to be completed.

8. Metropolitan Branch Trail (not in Recommended CIP). This project would construct
a hiker-biker trail roughly parallel to the CSX Metropolitan Branch between the Silver Spring
Metrorail Station and Montgomery College’s Takoma Park campus, eventually extending




through the District of Columbia to Union Station. In June 2006, when it reviewed the options
developed under Phase I of facility planning, the Committee concurred with the Planning Board
that Option 1 was preferred: a route along the east side of the tracks, crossing Georgia Avenue on
a bridge, following along Selim Road to a tunnel under Burlington Avenue, and then turning onto
King Street to reach Fenton Street. This is the route preferred by most bicycling advocates as
well, as the Silver Spring Citizens Advisory Board has testified in support. A map is on ©40, the
Committee’s and Planning Board’s correspondence are on ©41-43, DPWT’s estimate is that the
project will cost about $20-26 million (in today’s dollars, i.e., without inflation to mid-point of
construction).

DPWT has conducted the Phase I preliminary engineering work for this alignment, and it
has asked several agencies for concurrence, including the Maryland-National Capital Park and
Planning Commission, Montgomery College, State Highway Administration, the Washington
Metropolitan Area Transit Authority, and CSX. Significantly, it has received concurrence from
SHA for a bridge over Georgia Avenue (US 29). But it has not yet heard from CSX, and that
may not occur for several months. Without its concurrence the project cannot be built as
planned. This is a primary reason why the Executive has not yet recommended it in the CIP.

Council staff recommendation: Do not include a Metropolitan Branch Trail PDF in
the CIP now, but bring it forward for consideration as a CIP amendment once all the
agencies’ positions are known.

% Redland Road Sidewalk (not in Recommended CIP). Together with a hiker-biker trail
built as part of the Intercounty Connector project, this project would build a 5’-wide sidewalk
along the west side of Redland Road between Briardale and Garrett Roads in Derwood. When
this project and the Redland Road: Crabbs Branch-Baederwood project (under ‘Traffic
Improvements’) are completed, Redland Road will have a continuous sidewalk from Muncaster
Mill Road to Shady Grove.

The middle portion of this sidewalk—across Mill Creek—will be built by the Maryland
Department of Transportation and is scheduled to be compieted in FY09. The segments to the
south (connecting to Briardale) and north (connecting to Garrett) comprise the scope of the
County’s project, which DPWT estimates will cost $2,850,000 and can be completed by the
summer of 2011. A mock-up of a PDF describing the project is on ©44, and its map is on ©45.
The Pedestrian/Bike Impact Statement is on ©46-47. The T&E Committee gave the project the
go-ahead to proceed to Phase Il facility planning when it reviewed the Phase I work two years
ago (see ©48). Phase II is complete, so the project is now an eligible candidate for full funding
in the CIP.

Council staff recommendation: Program the project as shown on ©xx. To not build
it would leave the portion to be built with the ICC as a sidewalk ‘island’ for an indefinite period.
This sidewalk would provide a safe means to walk among the neighborhoods abutting Redland
Road and safe access to the stops for Ride On Routes 53 and 57 which, together, stop 6 times an
hour in each direction during peak periods.



10. US 29 Sidewalks - West Side (23-21). This project would construct missing links of
sidewalk along the west side of Colesville Road from Southwood Avenue near Four Corners to
Burnt Mills Avenue in White Oak. The cost has increased by $1,171,000 (30.3%) over the past
two years due to inflation of construction and estimated land costs, based on the experience with
the US 29 Sidewalks project which is building sidewalk segments on the east side of US 29. The
expenditure schedule shows completion slipping by one year, to FY 12, but the latest production
schedule shows completion in FY11.

Planning staff notes that the Bikeways Master Plan recommends an 8’-wide shared use
path along the west side of US 29 between Lockwood Drive and Southwood Avenue, not a 5°-
wide sidewalk. The project is in the early stage of design, so it should be possible to make this
revision. However, this will undoubtedly raise the cost somewhat.

Council staff recommendation: Defer action on this preject untii DPWT can
prepare a revised PDF to incorporate an 8’-wide trail in the section between Lockwood
Drive and Southwood Avenue. DPWT is working on a cost estimate for this option and it will
be brought back to the Committee on February 28 or March 3. Also, the PDF should be revised
reflect completion in FY'11.

D. ROADS

1. ‘Consent’ projects.

Consent road projects (page) Funding Change  Timing Change
Chapman Avenue Extended (24-8) none none
Montrose Parkway West (24-19) +3.3% acceclerated 1 year
Rockville Town Center (24-27) none none
Transportation Improvements for Schools (24-33) none not applicable
Travilah Road (24-34) none none
Watkins Mill Road Extended (24-36) none none

Council staff recommendation: Concur with the Executive.

2. Bethesda CBD Streetscape (24-4). This project was included in the CIP by the
Council several years ago to meet one of the staging requirements of the Bethesda CBD Sector
Plan. It funds streetscape improvements along the three roadway segments mentioned in the
sector plan: Woodmont Avenue between Old Georgetown Road and Cheltenham Drive;
Wisconsin Avenue between Cheltenham Drive and the north end of the CBD; and East-West
Highway between Waverly and Pearl Streets.

The work is divided into two stages. Stage 1 includes replacing the existing sidewalk
with brick pavers, installing street trees in pits, installing new benches and trash receptacles, and
installing conduit (on the East-West Highway and Woodmont Avenue segments only) to allow
for the future undergrounding of utilities. Stage 2, following several years later, would provide
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luminaires and their electrical connections, as well as installing the conduit for the Wisconsin
Avenue segment. Neither stage of the project includes undergrounding the utilities.

The Executive‘s recommendation would keep the project on its current schedule, and the
cost of the project, at $10,349,000, would remain unchanged. The scope of the project has
steadily dwindled over time as abutting properties redevelop, since they are required to provide
the streetscaping along their frontage. Council staff requested that DPWT re-examine the project
to determine whether more private sector improvements have occurred since the project was
reviewed two yéars ago. DPWT reports that some more work equivalent to about $300,000 of
the scope has been completed in the Wisconsin Avenue segment.

Council staff recommendation: Reduce the cost by $300,000, as shown on ©49.

3. Burtonsville Access Road (24-6). The purpose of this road is to provide access to
businesses on the north side of MD 198 in the Burtonsville business district, thus reducing some
of the turning traffic in this segment between US 29 and Old Columbia Pike. The road would be
32’-wide (two 12’-wide lanes and an 8’-wide parking lane) with 5’-wide sidewalks on both sides.
The cost of the project has increased $1,697,000 (27.1%) and has been delayed one year. It has
been delayed several times over the past few years.

The timing for this road is not as urgent as was anticipated when the project was first
conceived. Several years ago the County anticipated that the State Highway Administration
would complete project planning and initiate the widening of MD 198 and MD 28 between US
29 and Georgia Avenue, and that the access road would be needed to provide an alternative route
for some of the businesses during construction. However, progress on the MD 28/MD 198
project planning study has been slowed by the primacy given to the ICC: project planning is now
not scheduled for completion until FY10 and there are no funds in the Consolidated
Transportation Program for construction. The widening within Burtonsville is only #7 on the
County’s priority list, and there is $350 million of State funding needed for the projects above it.
Furthermore, the ICC should significantly relieve congestion on MD 198 in Burtonsville for

several years after it opens to traffic in 2012.

The other rationale for the road 1s to assist in the eventual redevelopment of the
Burtonsville business district. However, such commercial activity appears a long way off. A
large portion of the cost of the access road is land costs; if the road were to coincide with the
development-—rather than being in advance of it—much of the land for the road might be
acquired through dedication rather than outnight purchase.

Council staff recommendation: Retain the project, but delay its construction until
beyond the 6-year period, as shown on ©50. As noted above the need for the road is not
pressing.  Although it would move from within to outside the Growth Policy’s four-year
‘window,’ the road does not provide mobility that is measurable for Growth Policy purposes.

4. Facility Planning-Transportation (24-10). This project funds the planning and
preliminary engineering of road, transit, bikeway, and major sidewalk projects: it is the
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‘gatekeeper’ for all new major transportation projects, except bridge replacements and
rehabilitations. Once a project has proceeded through the preliminary engineering (ak.a., 35%
design) phase, its scope is well defined and its cost estimate is reliable. When facility planning is
completed is the appropriate point for elected officials to decide whether the project should
proceed as planned or with revisions, or be rejected.

For FYs09-14 the Executive is recommending spending $17,724,000, a $1,828,000
(11.5%) increase compared to the approved funding level for the FY07-12 period. Nearly all the
studies he 1s recommending are those which appeared in the Approved CIP. A few of the study
schedules are recommended for acceleration, and most of the studies previously displayed as
starting beyond the CIP period would now be initiated in FY13. Finally, the Executive has
displayed a series of additional studies which would start beyond the new CIP period. A
description of all the studies is on ©351-59.

Over the past few weeks the Council has discussed the fact that the CIP has always had:
more projects in planning and design than can possibly be afforded in the capital reserve. The
County has muddled through thus far because: {1) the pace at which projects are implemented is
slower than what is programmed—even more so than suggested by the implementation rate
adjustments; (2) the spending affordability guideline for a given year is nearly always raised as
that year gets closer in time; (3) the Council has approved periodic new or increased taxes
dedicated to capital funding (such as last year’s increase to the transportation and school impact
tax and the recordation tax); and (4) the Council ultimately decides not to build some projects
after facility planning is completed. But with several large projects on the horizon, several
Councilmembers have raised the concern that the CIP should be less aggressive in developing
new projects.

As the gatekeeper for new projects, the several facility planning PDFs are places to
address the longer term growth in CIP spending. Certainly-the Council can mitigate the problem
by being much more selective in programming new project planning studies. Another way is to
slow down the schedule of studies already programmed. Council staff recommends both
approaches in the revised PDF on ©60-61 by:

o not accelerating the start of studies already programmed;

o pot funding the studies shown in the Approved CIP as beyond the six-year period;
and

o not funding the studies shown in the Recommended CIP as beyond the six-year
period.

The net result is a project which would be a $3,447,000 (21.7%) decrease compared to the
approved funding level for the FY07-12 period.

Two exceptions: the study of Dorsey Mill Road bridge over 1-270 (Germantown)
should begin in FY09 (a one-year acceleration) because it is being done in concert with a
developer which is conducting most of the design work (and reducing the County’s cost from
$1,490,000 in the Approved CIP to $150,000 in the Recommended CIP); and the new study of
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East Gude Drive widening (north of Rockville) should also begin in FY09 because it will
determine what needs to be done to rehabilitate the pavement of Gude Drive, which takes a
beating due to its heavy truck volume. The funding schedules for the studies already
underway should not be altered from the Executive’s recommendations.

5. Father Hurley Boulevard Extended (24-12). This project will build a 4-lane
extension of Father Hurley Boulevard from Wisteria Drive to MD 118 in Germantown, with an
8’-wide hiker-biker trail on the west side and a 5’-wide sidewalk on the east side. The cost has
increased by $5,253,000 (32.2%) due to SHA’s requirement to add a second lefi-turn lane at the
MD 118 intersection and CSX’s requiring that the County'build a longer span over its tracks to
allow for the eventual construction of a third track. The completion schedule has also been
delayed by one year, to FY11. Council staff recommendation: Concur with the Executive.

6. Goshen Road South (24-14). The Executive is recommending programming
$4,200,000 in FYs09-10 for the final design expenditures (and a small amount of land
acquisition) for this project. The project would ultimately widen Goshen Road from south of
Girard Street to north of Warfield Road to a 4-lane highway with a median, a 5’-wide sidewalk
on the east side and an 8’-wide hiker-biker trail on the west side. DPWT estimates that the
ultimate cost of completing Goshen Road South is $95-125 million. The project is currently in
the midst of Phase II of facility planning, but this planning will not be complete until the late
summer, at least. '

Since the early 1990s the preferred practice has been not to make a decision to fund a
transportation project until the Phase II of facility planning (preliminary engineering, also called
‘35% design’) has been substantially completed. Only at that stage is there a reliable scope and
cost estimate for the project, as has been confirmed by the recently released OLO report on the
subject. Until the work under Phase II is completed, the Council is not in a position to make an
informed judgment as to how or whether to proceed with a project. Furthermore, final design of
a project represents a larger expense that is made only after it has been given a definitive “go”
from elected officials. If the Council has not yet decided to proceed with the project,
appropriating design costs is premature.

Council staff recommendation: Do not including final design funding in the CIP for
Goshen Road South at this time. As with the Metropolitan Branch Trail, this project should be
brought forward for consideration as a CIP amendment for fu!/ funding when Phase II facility
planning is complete.

7. Highway Noise Abatement (24-16). In October 2001 the Council approved a County
Highway Noise Abatement Policy based substantially on the recommendations of the Noise
Abatement Task Force, a panel of citizens and government officials who worked over a 16-
month period to develop the policy. The Task Force was appointed as a result of the Executive’s
and Council’s joint desire to create a comprehensive policy to address requests for noise walls.
The policy is summarized in a brochure prepared by DPWT (©62-63). Essentially, groups of
residents indicate their desire for walls, the candidate walls are evaluated and scored, and the
Council ultimately selects the walls to be programmed for design and construction within the
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level of funding it wishes to allocate to the program. The Council does not have to select the
candidates with the highest scores, but to date it has. Typically the Council has made its
selections in the biennial CIP, not as an off-year amendment.

Until now the Highway Noise Abatement PDF has reflected a biennial funding pattemn: in
odd-numbered years the program designs the next set of walls to be built and evaluates
candidates for the following set of walls; in even-numbered years the designed walls are
manufactured and installed. Therefore, the program has had relatively small expenditures in odd-
numbered years and heavier spending in even-numbered years.

The first set of walls that the Council selected, which are along Shady Grove Road in
Derwood, are currently being manufactured and will be installed in the late spring or summer.
However, the balance of the program is in limbo, for two reasons. First of all, some problems
have been identified with the operations of the policy—both by some residents and by DPWT—
and so DPWT has reconstituted the Noise Abatement Task Force to craft revisions. The Task
Force’s recommendations will then go back to the Executive and the Council for action, probably
late this summer.

Secondly, the cost of noise walls has increased tremendously, which raises the issue as to
how much of their cost should be paid by general revenue (i.e., the general taxpayer) versus the
beneficiaries (i.e., the benefited homeowners). The current policy calls for the County to pay for
the cost up to $50,000 per benefited residence, with benefited residences paying the difference
above that amount. Initially nearly all candidate walls evaluated cost less than the $50,000/home
threshold, but now nearly all fall above it; not only have materials costs increased, but the cost
and complexity of designing and supervising the installation of the walls have been greater than
anticipated. This is one of the central issues to be addressed by the Task Force.

Since, the program is in limbo, how should funds be programmed to it? The Approved
CIP assumes seven more walls to be built in FY10 (costing $6.9 million, but assuming a $2.5
million contribution from the benefited residences) and $3.8 million for a yet undetermined set of
walls in FY12 (©64). The Executive is recommending postponing the $6.9 million (including
the same $2.5 million contribution) until FY12, with no more construction funds within the six-
year period (©65). DPWT staff has explained that, with the Task Force just getting under way,
there is no likelihood that the next set of walls can be designed in time for construction in FY10.

Council staff recommendation: Approve the PDF on ©66, which zeroes out funding
in FYs09-10, shows design funds for the next set of walls in FY11, and adds sufficient funds
in FYs13-14 for a $3 million construction program in FY14. If the next construction year is
FY12, there will be no work to conduct in FYs09-10. Providing $400,000 for design in FY13
should be sufficient for a $3 million construction program in FY14, which will also cost about
$800,000 (20% of construction cost) to supervise, based on past experience.

8. Montrose Parkway East (24-17). This project will be discussed at the February 28
worksession.
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9. Nebel Street Extended (24-22). This project will extend Nebel Street north from
Randolph Road as a 4-lane road to the vicinity of the new Target store in the Montrose Crossing
Shopping Center. It will have a 5’-wide sidewalk on the west side and an 8’-wide bike trail on
the east side. The developers of Target built the continuation of this road north to Bou Avenue.
With the completion of the County’s project, therefore, there will be a continuous north-south
road between White Flint and Twinbrook that will be an altemative to Rockville Pike and
Parklawn Drive/Nicholson Lane.

The project has been delayed for much of the past two years while the County has
negotiated with the owner of the Sticks-'n’-Stuff store which stands in the road’s planned right-
of-way. The delay was anticipated two years ago, so the project is still planned for completion by
FY11. However, the cost estimate has been raised by $1,920,000 (16.0%) to acknowledge
construction cost inflation over this period. Council staff recommendation: Concur with the
Executive.

10.  Public Facilities Roads (24-24). This project provides funds to reimburse
developers for street construction abutting County schools, parks, or other public facilities. The
Executive is recommending $1,248,000 (40.9%) less in FYs09-14 than in FYs07-12. However,
this is because several larger subprojects were implemented in FYs07-08 and no new comparably
costly subprojects replaced them within the FY09-14 period. Council staff recommendation:
Concur with the Executive.

11. Randolph Road from Rock Creek to Charles Road (24-25). This new project would
address significant safety issues on the section of Randolph Road just east of Rock Creek. The
road’s tight curves and short turning lanes contribute to an acute safety risk particularly for
drivers in the westbound (downhill) direction. The project cost is $2,146,000; it would be
designed in FY09 and built in FY10. Council staff recommendation: Concur with the
Executive.

12.  Snouffer School Road Improvements (not in Recommended CIP). DPWT has
completed Phase II facility planning for this project on a 1.1-mile stretch of Snouffer School
Road between Woodfield and Centerway Roads. It would generally widen the four existing
travel lanes from 11' to 12°, widen the center turn lane from 10’ to 11°, add 5’-wide bike lanes in
each direction, and provide a continuous sidewalk on one side (where partial sidewalks exist) and
a continuous shared use path on the other (where parts of a path exist). The cost of the project
would be about $19 million and could be built within the next four years. A map is on ©67.

The Snouffer School Road Coalition, representing four neighboring homeowners
associations in Gaithersburg, opposes the project. It wrote to the County Executive that it
particularly objects to the loss of mature trees along the south (residential) side of the right-of-
way and are concerned that most of the widening will be to the south—25 feet closer to
townhouses in some cases—and not to the north (commercial/industrial) side. DPWT staff is
prepared to display its preliminary design for the road, showing precisely where the land takes
would occur. As noted above, the Executive does not request funding for the project in the
Recommended CIP.
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Council staff recommendation: Concur with the Executive—do not fund this
project now. There may be ways to mitigate some of the impact. For example, as it is in a
suburban area, the default Road Code standards would call for 11°-wide (not 12’-wide) lanes,
shaving 4’ off the cross-section. The Bikeways Master Plan classifies the bikeway along this
section of the road as BL-36 and calls for bike lanes, but not a shared use path: reducing the path
to a sidewalk would shave off another 3’. Reducing the width of the landscape panel in some
sections may reduce impacts further. But even if these suggestions reduce the impacts, the key
problem is cost: if this project costs $19 million (or even somewhat less), is it worth the expense
to add a pair of 1.1-mile bike lanes?

13. State Transportation Participation (24-28). This project funds selected MDOT and
WMATA capital projects. Future appropriations from this project require a State match.
Projects eligible for funding are those that are noted in the latest Executive/Council State
transportation priorities letter.

When the project was initiated two years ago, it was programmed with $80 million of
Liquor Fund revenue bonds in FYs07-09 and $80 million of G.O. bonds in FYs10-12. Of this
amount, $9,969,000 (revenue bonds) was eventually allocated to Glenmont Metro Garage
Expansion, and the $150,031,000 balance remained in this project. Also in FY07 $5,000,000
from this project was appropriated for the Bethesda Metro Southern entrance, $8,239,000 for the
Georgia Avenue/Randolph Road interchange, and $2,400,000 for the 1-270/Watkins Mill Road
interchange, all in Liquor Fund bonds. Last summer the Council appropriated $14,463,000 to
accelerate the construction of the MD 355/Montrose interchange; the funds are returning to the
County and are programmed in this project as State aid in FY11 ($3,496,000) and FY12
($10,967,000). This 1s why the total cost of the project has increased from $150,031,000 to
$164,494,000.

The Council should expect a further drawdown of about $6.1 million for the Georgia
Avenue/Randoiph Road interchange. In late 2006 MDOT and DPWT tentatively agreed that if
the County were to allocate another $6.1 mitlion for this interchange that the State would match
it with an additional amount. That arrangement has not been consummated, although the State
has assumed so by including the additional $6.1 million when it programmed the full interchange
project in the Final FY08-13 Consolidated Transportation Program. Once the County and the
State have finalized a Memorandum of Understanding, the Executive is likely to transmit a
supplemental appropriation request to the Council for the $6.1 million.

Beyond this, what further draws might there be? Although the Georgia Avenue/Randolph
Road interchange has an extended schedule—the project is not programmed to start construction
until FY11 and finish after FY13—according to SHA this is an accurate representation of the
project’s production schedule, that is, the schedule is not constrained by the availability of
funding. SHA believes it will take two years to acquire the remaining land and clear utilities, and
construction might not be completed until 2015 or 2016. Therefore, there is not the opportunity
to use State Transportation Participation funds to accelerate the completion of the interchange.
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Further down the priority list there are several other projects for which an agreement
might be sought with the State:

» Constructing the Watkins Mill Road Extended bridge over [-270. The two approaches to
the bridge are scheduled for completion by the end of next year; the bridge would
complete a link that would provide significant relief to the Frederick
Avenue/Montgomery Village Avenue and the Quince Orchard Road/Clopper Road
intersections.’

* Accelerating design and construction of Phase 2 of the MD 355/Montrose interchange
(the bridge over CSX and Parklawn Drive). This project is needed to fully realize the
benefit of the Executive’s recommended Montrose Parkway East project (which the
Committee will review on February 28).

¢ Bethesda Metro southern entrance. On February 28 the Committee will consider the
potential of fully funding this project, which connects the west end of the Purple Line
directly to Metrorail. However, cost sharing with the State may also be possible.

These are just three of several potential agreements. The key point is that an agreement
on one or more of these projects is the only way the County can add significant transportation
capacity and mobility during the next few years. This is because these are the only set of projects
that have progressed far enough into design that they could be built within 4-5 years.

Council staff recommendation: Concur with the Executive, but actively pursue
opportunities for cost-sharing with MDOT and WMATA projects that would use these
funds to accelerate transportation projects enhancing capacity and mobility.

14. Subdivision Roads Participation (24-29). This project provides funds for roadwork
of joint use to new subdivisions and to the general public. The Executive is recommending
$6,000,000 (59.6%) less in FYs09-14 than in FYs07-12. However, this is because several larger
subprojects were implemented in FYs07-08 and no new comparably costly subprojects replaced
them within the FY09-14 period. '

Planning staff note that it has had difficulty getting DPWT to submit these projects for
Mandatory Referral review. The staff recommend that the PDF include the requirement that
these projects be submitted as Mandatory Referrals.

Council staff recommendation: Concur with the Executive. Given that M-NCPPC is
listed in the PDF’s coordination box should be interpreted by DPWT as requiring Mandatory
Referral. No additional text is necessary.

15. Thompson Road Connection (24-31). This new project would close a 300”-wide
gap between Rainbow Drive and Thompson Road next to Briggs Chaney MS in the Good Hope
Estates neighborhood of Cloverly. It would be built as a primary residential street: 36’-wide (two
travel lanes with parking on both sides) and a 5’-wide sidewalk on the south side. The cost
estimate is $425,000. The link would be designed in FY09 and built in FY 10.
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When the Council approved this connection in the Cloverly Master Plan, it also appended
three conditions to be met before it could be constructed:

1. The connection project, whenever it is programmed, should be designed and budgeted to
include traffic calming devices, such as circle(s) and traffic hump(s). The project’s
budget includes an allowance for traffic calming, the form of which will be determined
during design.

2. The project is not to occur sooner than when the Norbeck Road Extended project is open
to traffic. This occurred several years ago.

3. The connection is not to occur prior to a County-initiated study of cut-through traffic on
the primary and secondary residential street system within the areas bounded by
Spencerville, Peach Orchard, Briggs Chaney, and Good Hope Roads including Rainbow
Drive and Thompson Road, and implementation of the measures identified to address
cut-through traffic. The study and implementation of any restrictions resulting from it are
planned to be accomplished commensurate with the design of the project.

Council staff recommendation: Concur with the Executive.

16. Woodfield Road Extended (24-38). This project will extend Woodfield Road from
the rear of the shopping center north to MD 27 at Faith Lane (including some transition
improvements on MD 27 itself), providing a two-lane bypass for MD 124-bound commuters
around the center of Damascus. The project also includes an 8’-wide hiker-biker trail on the east
side of the road.

The cost of the project has increased by $3,084,000 (27.0%) and its schedule has slipped
more than two years. The contributing factors include: adding an offsite wetland mitigation site
and a 5.6-acre reforestation easement, re-designing a stormwater management pond to avoid a
newly identified historic resource, and the construction cost inflation for material and labor
resulting from the two-year delay in accomplishing these tasks.

This PDF is also a prime example of one of the issues raised in the CIP Overview.
According to the Approved FY07-12 CIP Woodfield Road Extended was to proceed to
construction in FY07 and be completed in FY 08, but it did not, for the reasons noted above. The
actual schedule would now have construction begin in late FY09 and be completed in early
FY11. The problem faced by the Executive is the burden on the FY09 and FY10 spending
affordability guidelines if this slippage were to be shown: the slippage would crowd out fiscal
space for other projects during those years. The rationale supporting the Executive’s approach is
that the County paid its ‘spending affordability price’ for this project within the FY07 and FY08
spending affordability guidelines, and that the very same costs should not be applied again
against the FY09 and FY10 guidelines. As a result, the PDF shows an unrealistic (and untrue)
construction expenditure schedule: $6,000,000 in FY08, $208,000 in FY09, $299,000 in FY10,
and $3,361,000 (including site improvements and utilities) in FY11.
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Council staff recommendation: Approve the revised PDF on ©xx. This PDF retains
the inaccurate figures for FY08 and FY09 (so as not to count against the spending affordability
total} but is a somewhat more accurate estimate of the cost distribution between FY 10 and FY11.

E. TRAFFIC IMPROVEMENTS

1. ‘Consent’ projects.

Consént traffic improveinent projects (page) Funding Change  Timing Change

Friendship Heights Pedestrian-Transit Enhancement {25-4) None delayed 1 year
Guardrail Projects (25-6) None not applicable
Neighborhood Traffic Calming (25-8) ' None not applicable
Pedestrian Safety Program (25-10) None not applicable
Streetlight Enhancements CBD/Town Center (25-12) None not applicable

Council staff recommendation: Concur with the Executive. (In the Friendship
Heights project, distribute the $52,000 to be spent in FY09 between Planning, Design, and
Supervision [$7,000] and Construction [$45,000].)

2. Advanced Transportation Management System (25-2). The ATMS project is a
continuing program of capital investments in information technology to improve traffic flow and
transit service. The program generally has been funded by the County at a rate of $1,500,000 of
Current Revenue annually for several years, periodically supplemented by State grants, Federal
grants, or Mass Transit Funds for specific initiatives.

The Executive is recommending $4,512,000 (27.3%) less in FYs09-14 than in FYs07-12.
However, this is because most of Ride On’s Computer Aided Dispatch (CAD)/Automatic
Vehicle Locator (AVL) system was implemented in FYs07-08, and there is no comparably costly
new initiative replacing it within the FY09-14 period. Council staff recommendation: Concur
with the Executive. '

3. Intersection and Spot Improvements (25-7). This project would improve safety at
several intersections and spot locations.: The Executive is recommending $1,239,000 (24.3%)
less in FYs09-14 than in FYs07-12. However, this is because some more costly improvements
were built in FYs07-08, and there is no comparably costly new subprojects replacing them within
the FY09-14 period. The Executive’s proposed spending is the same as in the Approved CIP for
FY(09-on. It does not include the additional $500,000/year (83,000,000 over the six-year period)
proposed in his Pedestrian Safety Initiative. (The Committee may wish to address this issue now
or wait to see if the Executive will recommend more funding as part of his March CIP
recommendations.) A chart showing the improvements planned during the next six-year period
1s on ©69.
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The Planning Board annually submits its suggestions to the Executive prior to the
development of the Recommended CIP. The suggestions transmitted last summer included three
intersection improvements that are not included in the Recommended CIP:

¢ Connecticut Avenue (MD 185) at Jones Bridge Road
e Columbia Pike (US 29) at Southwood Avenue-
e Norbeck Road (MD 28) at Bauer Drive

The Planning staff note two other needs in association with high school expansion projects:

¢ Columbia Pike (US 29) at Greencastle Road (Paint Branch HS expansion)
o Rockledge Boulevard at Rockledge Drive (Walter Johnson HS expansion)

Four of these intersection improvements are at State highway intersections; SHA should be
approached to evaluate these intersections for improvement. The Rockledge
Boulevard/Rockledge Drive intersection should be evaluated for possible funding under the
Transportation for New Schools project.

The funding source for this project is primarily G.O. bonds, but the Executive is showing
$480,000 of impact tax funding in FY11, as had been shown in the Approved CIP. However, it
does not appear that $480,000 of spending will occur in that year on improvements which add
capacity, a requirement of impact tax spending. Council staff recommendation: Concur with
the Executive, except to replace the $480,000 in impact tax funding in FY11 with G.O.
bonds instead.

4. Pedestrian_Lighting Participation — MSHA Projects (25-9). The State Highway
Administration does not provide continuous roadway streetlighting in its projects: lighting
desired primarily for sidewalks and trails alongside roads. However, SHA will fund such a
program as long as the local jurisdiction funds the necessary amount above SHA’s maximum
contribution, which is $2,500 per fixture for fixtures up to 14 feet tall, and $4,200 per fixture for
fixtures up to 25 feet tall. The Executive’s Pedestrian Safety Initiative proposes programming
$2,040,000 to fund the County’s share of continuous lighting for two SHA projects: the
Rockville Pike/Montrose Road interchange in FY10 and the widening of Woodfield Road in
FY11. However, as noted above, the Executive has recommended funding only $60,000 to date.
The Planning staff supports funding the full cost of the project.

Considering the number and height of streetlights in these projects that are eligible for
cost-sharing, DPWT staff estimates that SHA’s contribution would be $520,000 between the two
projects. This means that the County would be providing about $4 for every §1 matched by
SHA.

Council staff recommendation: Delete this project. Providing County funds for 80%
of the lighting that is eligible for a 20% State match would not be a wise use of resources, unless
these two projects are among the highest priorities for pedestrian lighting. Council staff suspects
they are not. Should the Executive come up with the $2 million balance in his March CIP
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amendments, pedestrian safety would be better served by redirecting it either to Streetlighting or
Streetlight Enhancements: CBD/Town Center (see below).

5. Redland Road from Crabbs Branch Way to Baederwood Lane (25-12). This project
would widen Redland Road to 4 through lanes (2 in each direction) between Crabbs Branch Way
and Needwood Road, with a hiker-biker path on the northwest side of Redland Road to
Baederwood Lane. The cost has increased by $491,000 (9.9%) and its completion delayed one
year, to FY10. Council staff recommendation: Concur with the Executive (and correct
spelling of ‘Baederwood’ on the PDF).

6. Silver Spring Traffic Improvements (25-14). Over the years this project has funded
several improvements in and around the Silver Spring CBD. The Executive is recommending
$726,000 more for the project. The only subproject being developed currently under this
program 1is at the intersection of Colesville Road and Dale Drive, which is now scheduled for
completion in FY11, a two-year delay from the schedule in the Approved CIP.

The PDF in the Recommended CIP does not correctly reflect the current production
schedule. Although the expenditure schedule on page 25-14 suggests most of the construction
occurring in FY09, construction is now anticipated to begin during the latter half FY10, with
most of the work occurring in FY 11,

Council staff recommendation: Approve the revised PDF on ©70, which reflects the
current production schedule.

7. Streetlighting (25-17). The Executive’s proposed spending is the same as in the
Approved CIP for FY09-on. It does not include the additional $500,000/year ($3,000,000 over
the six-year period) proposed in his Pedestrian Safety Initiative. (The Committee may wish to
address this issue now or wait to see if the Executive will recommend more funding as part of his
March CIP recommendations.) Council staff recommendation: Concur with the Executive.

8. Traffic Signal System Modernization (25-18). The Executive is recommending a

new project to conduct a major upgrade to the traffic signal system. The primary problem with
the signal system—here defined as everything in the system except the signal heads
themselves—is its rapid obsolescence and the inability to get replacements for most of its parts.
The central controller and several individual signal controllers could fail at any time. If this were
to occur each signal could be set individually, but there would be no ability to readily set signal
progressions, adjust when signals go on ‘flash’ mode, or to perform any other system-wide traffic
management function. A less urgent, but still serious concern is the inability for the current
system to handle a system of traffic signals which is still growing at a rate of about 40
intersections annually. '

The design phase of this project was funded over the past two years at a cost of about
$2.5 million. Two years ago the estimate was that the entire project would cost $10-30 million,
depending upon the technology selected. The Executive’s recommended program would cost
$34,020,000 (including the already funded design cost) and would take six years to complete.
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Since many of the signals are on State highways, of the $31,526,000 recommended during FY 09-
14, $12,128,000 (38.5%) is anticipated to be supported by State funds, although at this writing
there is not yet a written commitment. '

The Planning staff notes that when it has found less than desirable pedestrian timing at
intersection crossings, DPWT’s response has often been that there are limitations that cannot be
overcome with the existing signal system. The staff recommend that DPWT brief the Council on
how our traffic signals currently accommodate pedestrians, what new features would be provided
in this regard in the new systemn, and to modify the PDF to describe and require these features.
The staff also suggest that the Council might inquire of other jurisdictions and experts what
features could and should be included in the new system.

DPWT staff have been requested to brief the Committee on the scope and purpose of this
program. Council staff recommendation: Concur with the Executive, perhaps adding text
about pedestrian timing improvements depending upon the results of the briefing.

9. Traffic Signals (25-20). This program installs, modifies, and replaces traffic signals
on County roads. For many years the funding has been held level at $2,800,000 annually.
However, the price of signal equipment has increased rapidly and design-related costs have also
grown. Therefore, to keep the same level of effort requires a 64% increase in equipment costs
and a 27% increase in design costs, a net increase of $1,425,000 (50.9%) annually, and
$8,550,000 over the six-year period. Council staff recommendation: Concur with the
Executive,
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Sidewalk & Infrastructure Revitalization -- No. 508182

Category Transportation Date Last Modified January 08, 2008
Subcategory Highway Maintenance Required Adequate Public Facility No
~4ministering Agency Public Works & Transportation Relocation Impact None.
inning Area Countywide Status On-going
EXPENDITURE SCHEDULE ($000)
Thru Est. Total | B d
Cost Element Total | Fyvor | Fyos |6 Yesrs | FY02 | FY10 | FY11 | Fv12 | Fv13 | FY14 | o Tnare
Pianning, Design, and Supervision 3,605 0 79 2,815 450 473 473 473 473 473 0
Land 0 0 4 P~P Ay A,Q 0 0 0 0 ) 0 0 0
Site iImprovements and Utilities 0 D 70 larseofRai€0 1 i 0 0 ) 0
Construction 39,818 0 ’\ 5,131 34,685 5,550 5,827 5,827 5827 5,827 5,827 0
Other 0 0 Qe O lasngs 0 ikl g 0 g 4 0 Y 8
Total 43,421 0 'Bosq | 97580 6000 | 6,300 6,300 | 6300| 6,300 6,300 .
FUNDING SCHEDULE ($000)
Contributions 4,044 0 1,044 3,000 500 500 500 500 500 500 0
Current Revenue: General xreS] 2263 O | 4,367 294/090 10 3bdb | 4,348 0 0 0 0 0
.0. Bonds $06ip | 24 Dagos3 5468 | 26, 604 1,952 1,452 5.800 5,800 5,800 5,800 0
Total 43,421 0| 50H 5008 | 6,300 | 6,300 6,300 ) 6,300 6,300 0
2465 zszz. 2¥52
DESCRIPTION

This project provides for the removal and replacement of damaged or deteriorated sidewalks, curbs, and gutters in business districts and residentiat
communities. The County cumrently maintains about 1,034 miles of sidewalks and about 2,098 miles of curbs and gutters. Many years of paving
overtays have left some curb faces of two inches or less, Paving is milled, and new construction provides for a standard six-inch curb face. The
project includes: overlay of existing sidewalks with asphalt;, base failure repair and new construction of curbs; and new sidewalks with handicapped
ramps to fitl in missing sections. Some funds from this project support the Renew Montgomery and Main Street Montgomery programs. A
significant aspect of this project has been and will be (o provide safe pedestrian access and ensure ADA compliance,

Mileage of sidewalks and curb/gutters has been updated to reflect the annual acceptance of new infrastructure to the County's inventory.

COST CHANGE

increase due to the addition of FY13 and FY14 to this ongoing project.

JUSTIFICATION

Curbs, gutters and sudewafks have a service life of 30 years. Freeze.fmaw cycles, de-icing matenials, tree roots, and vehicle loads accelerate

~nncrete failure. The County should replace 70 miles of curbs and gutiers and 35 miles of sidewalks annually to provide for a 30 year cycle.
teriorated curbs, gutters, and sidewalks are safety hazards to pedestrians and motorists, increase liability risks, and allow water to infiltrate into

& sub-base causing damage to roadway pavements. Settled or heaved concrete can trap water and provide breeding places for mosquitoes.

A Countywide inventory of deteriorated concrete was performed in the late 1980's. Portions of the Countywide survey are updated during the winter
season. The March 2006, "Report of the Infrastructure Maintenance Task Force,” identified an annual replacement program leve! of effort based on
a 30 year life for curbs and gutters.

OTHER _ :

The Department of Public Works and Transportation maintains a list of candidate projects requiring construction of curbs and gutters based on need
and available funding. The design and planning stages, as welt as final completion of the project will comply with the Department of Public Works
and Transportation {DPWT), Marytand State Highway Administration (MSHA), Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD), American
Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO), and Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) standards.

FISCAL NOTE

Since FY87, the County has offered to replace deteriorsted driveway aprons at the property pwners' expense up to $500,000. Payments for this
work are displayed as "Contributions™ in the funding schedule.

OTHER DISCLOSURES ’

- * Expenditures will continue indefinitety.

COORDINATION

APPROPRIATION AND EXPENDITURE DATA
Date First Appropriation FyYs1 ($000)
First Cast Estimate
Current Scope Fyos 43421
Last FY's Cost Estimate 35,440
Appropriation Reguest FY08 2¥5) 6408
Appropriation Reguest Est FY10 6,300
Supplemental Appropriation Request Isyy e
Transfer [¢]
i Cumulative Appropriation 5,921

xpenditures / Encumbrances 5175
aencumbersd Balance 745
Partial Closeout Thru FY06 66,148
New Partial Closeout FYo7 4 619
Total Partia! Closeout 70,757

Washington Suburban Sanitary
Commission

Other Utilities

Montgomery County Public Schools
Homeowners

Montgomery County Pedestrian Safety
Advisory Committee

Commission on People with Disabilities

@
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Street Tree Preservation -- No. 500700

Category Transportation Date Last Modified December 31, 2007
Subcategory Highway Maintenance Required Adequate Public Facility No
Administering Agency Public Works & Transportation Relocation Impact None. -
Planning Area Countywide Status Cn-going
EXPENDITURE SCHEDULE ($000)
Thru Est. Total Beyond
Cost Element . Total | eypy EYOR |6 Years FY09 FY10D FY11 FY12 FY13 FY14 | & Years
Planning, Design, and Supervision 4 1,510 0 250 1,260 210 210 210 210 210 210 0
Land 0 Anl-l .0 Blang Oaly, .0 0 0 0 0
Site tmprovements and Utilities p vV FgpsT o rgyrg e et 0 0 0 0
Construction f1 7785] 2.205 840 4,740 790 750 780 790 780 7890 0
Other N 5 ol 0] ] 0 0 0 i} 0 0
Total 5,300 | 2,210 | 1,090 [“9"6ee0 1,000 | 1,000 | 1068 | 088 | 41,000 | » HBO0 .
(5250 FUNDING SCHEDULE ($000) {2000 “2zoc U Zosn b 2o00
Current Revenue: General /9300 2270 | 1,090 |x&080 [ 1.000 ] 1,000 [¥7 1,000 [£/1,000 | €/1,000 | ¥/1,000 0
Total v S388 | 2,210 1,090 i~ 6,080 1,000 1,000 |# 1,000 |# 1,000 | * 1,000} " 1,000 0
=
. '2 aon
DESCRIPTION ’

This project provides for the preservation of street trees through proactive pruning that will include the removal of limbs to: reduce safety hazards o
pedestrians and motorists; preserve the health and longevity of trees; comect structural imbatances/defects; improve aesthelics and adjacent
property values; and improve sight distance. Proactive pruning will prevent premature deterioration, minimize liability, reduce sltorm damage
potential and costs, improve appearance and enhance the condition of street trees.

COST CHANGE

Increase due to the addition of FY13 and FY 14 to this ongoing project.

JUSTIFICATION

ard grese-lecels o oot in Y 111,

Prior to FY84 the County provided for scheduled cyclical pruning every six years for all trees in the old Suburban District. This work was funded
through the dedicated Suburban District Tax. Betwsen FY84 and FY97, fiscal constraints caused a reduction in pruning to a 40-90 year cycle. in
FY97, the County eliminated the Suburban District Tax and expanded its street tree maintenance program from the oid Suburban District to include
the entire County and the street tree population increased from an estimated 100,000 to over 250,000 trees. Since that time, only pruning in
reaction to emergency/safety concems has been provided. A street tree has a life expectancy of 60 years and, under current conditions, a majority
of street trees will never receive any pruning. Lack of cyclical pruning leads to increased storm damage and cleanup costs, right-of-way obstruction
and safety hazards to pedestrians and motorists, premature death and decay from disease, weakening of structural integrity, and increased public
security risks. Healthy street trees provide a myriad of public benefits including energy savings, aesthetic enhancements that soften the hard edges
of buildings and pavements, property value enhancement, mitigation of various airborne poliutants, reduction in the urban heat istand effect, anc
stormwater management enhancement. Various CIP projects provide for the preservation, revitalization, restoration, or protection of all types of .

public infrastructure.

The "Forest Preservation Strategy” Task Force Report (October, 2000) recommends the development of a "green infrastructure” CIP project for
street tree maintenance. The "Forest Preservation Strategy Update® {July, 2004} reinforced the need for a CIP project that addresses street trees.
Also, see recommendations in the inter-agency study of tree management practices by the Office of Legislative Oversight (Report #2004-8 -
September, 2004) and the Tree Inventory Report and Management Plan by Appraisal, Consulting, Research, and Training Inc. (November, 1995). |
Studies have shown that healthy trees provide significant year-round energy savings. Winter windbreaks can-lower heating costs by 10 to 20
percent and summer shade can lower cooling costs by 15 to 35 percent. Every tree that is planted and maintained saves $20 in energy costs per
year. In addition, a healthy street tree canopy caplures the first 1/2 inch of rainfall reducing the need for stormwater management facilities.

OTHER DISCLOSURES
- * Expenditures will continue indefinitely.

APPROPRIATION AND EXPENDITURE DATA
Date First Appropriation FYo7 (3000
First Cost Estimate 1530
Current Scope Fyo9 '5'969
Last FY's Cost Estimate 7,300
Appropriation Regquest FY03 1,000
Appropriation Reguest Est. FY10 1,000
Supplemental Appropriation Request 0
Transfer 0
Cumulative Appropriation 3,300
Expenditures / Encumbrances 2,663
Upencumbered Balance 837
Partia! Closeout Thru FYD5
New Partial Closeout FYO7
Total Partial Closeout 0

COORDINATION

Maryland-National Capital Park and
Planning Commission

Department of Environmental Protection
Maryland Department of Natural Resources
Utility companies
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Ride On Fleet Expansaon -- No. 586536

Categary Transportation ! Date Last Madified May42-2085
Agency Public Works & Transportation Previous PDF Page Number * NONE
Planning Area Countywide Required Adequate Public Facility NO
ion impact None.
Relocation impa ne B EXPENDITURE SCHEDULE ($000 P
| - 7 - Thru i Remain. Total FyoFf % [/ i lm { " Beyond
|CostElement | Totz | _FYOF | FYQR | 6Years | ,E!QL Eﬂ __________ | L
j Planning, Design T oo
1 and Supervision 0 a ¢ o a a O .
iland . SRS R A '
| Site impravements
iandUtiies |
Construction | ' R -
Other ‘35&19%& 0 0 _ffooptitatt: O &40 0| & 2068
i Totat Lo Afeop WO 0] 9 4 Wit | o o4 0] o 880
e FUNDING SCHEDULE {$000)
[ tmpactTax " ilopo 18000 | D[ 0 /oo 18600 | 0] oJ ) -avoeq
| MassFramsitford T 548 0i_ 0 B4 | @mnBAT |

e+ i _.._.___ ANNUAL OPERATING BUDGET IMPACT (5000)
i Maintenance _ 3 D R 1,707 0 123 28] T
Program-Staff ~ 1" T L 1.881 el 209 _Me
Program-Other | T T T T T D e p e 0| 4 657
Offset Revenue | e T = 5%y 0 66 -132
i Netimpact | I P 5,428 & 692 1,184
| Workyears 1T T ) TG0 40 7.0
DESCRIPTION
This project provides for the acguisition of buses that expand lhe size of the Ride On fieet,
Service Area
Countywide
JUSTIFICATION

The County's 10-Year Transportation Plan call; for the expansion of the Ride On fleet by 144 buses to expand bus transit service with new routes and increased
frequency on existing routes. Expanding the fleet is essential to reduce congestion and to increase mohility.

Cost Change

Reduced for fiscal capacity.

STATUS

Pianning

OTHER

Impact taxes are assumed for this project. X B trmmreiesiwill aCquirefoumsmali-Rite-Grrinrye e
FHEGAL-NOFE

APPROPRIATION AND (COORDINATION T MAP T : T e
EXPENDITURE DATA -
Date First Appropriation FY& ($000)
inifial CostEstimate ==~ _ _e€¥85
First Cost Estimate ‘ 00
 Current Sco Al _’fﬁ_k-ﬁ i
Last FY's Cost Estimate - 0 2-o8s |
Present Cost Estimate " J¥8ogp 1840 |
Appropriation Request YY" o T ies )
Supplemental !
Appropriation Request FY!Q el 0
Transfer 0
i NSTe, — i
 Cumuiative Appropriafion " o aelE
Expenditures/
; Encumbrances a0
Unencumbered Balance I~ .-
i e e e MO
Partial Closealt Thru . FYU?W_HA Lo COG‘J-?‘?I:}'%RY it
New Partial Closeout  ~ "~ Fj% I ALY
Tut_ql__P__ rtial Closeout o

i
|
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This budget summary table identifies the funding requirements associated with each strategy. It identifies the source of
funds and whether they are existing, one-time, or recurring funds. All funds shown are in thousands of dollars.

o

High incidence areas (HIAs) | Capital $1,200
Education and outreach for HlAs : Operating $160
Speed monitoring & survey for HIAs Operating $100

Subtotal Strategy 1

-‘Strategy 2. Pedestrlan Networic & Connectmty' ‘

R

Pedestrian network facul[ty plan Operating $500

Accelerate “Safe Routes to Schools” program Operating $80 $521
Enhanced sidewalk construction program Capital $£1,350 $1,000
Enhanced crosswalk installation/maintenance Operating $200 ‘ $100
Enforcement of pedestrian accommodatlons in work zones Operating $174

Subtotal Strategy 2

TR e ke r

AStrategy 3 Increase Ptan'nmg Emphasis

Increase emphaSIS on pedestnans by Planning Department Operating $0 10
Subtotal Strategy 3

[ ——

Strategy 4 Ct)nrdor & Inters

Redesngn/reconstruct roads and |ntersect|ons Capital $500

Subtotal Strategy 4 ' $500
StrategyS Upgrade Pedestnan s.QH.—JsE pHAN S i L s ; & ; : i ) ﬁ o
Reassess pedestnan srgnal trmmgs Operating ' $1,125

Accessible pedestrian signals (APS) Capital : : $150

Subtotal Strategy 5

$1,125 $150
‘ Strategy6 Enhance Strm_ t igh e T

Lighting evaluation Operating 3100

New street lighting: major lighting projects Capital . ' $500
New street lighting: MSHA projects Capital $2,040

Biannual streetlight inspection Operating ‘ $75

Subtotal Sr.rategy 6 52 140 $575

Strategy 7 Enforcement & Educatlon

. R

Enhance County-wide enforcement operatlons Operatlng $100
Regional Street Smart campaign . Operating $45 345
Expand crash analysis and data collection capability Operating $71.5
Enhance education and awareness among at-risk populations Operating ) ‘ $50
Distribute reflective rnaterials Operating 58 $725
Annual Countywide survey Operating "$20
Subtotal Strategy 7 $359

Total Expenditures — $1,683 $3,765 $4,779

* Current funding leveis for initiative items. Does not include CIP funding of about $30 million/year in other CIP projects.

W/... . n.,.._@._._. sesssmssssamssessaseaens
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ADA Compliance: Transppnation — No. 509325

Category Transportation Date Last Modified January 03, 2008
Subcategory Pedestrian Facilities/Bikeways Required Adequate Public Facility No

Administering Agency Public Works & Transportation Relocation Impact None.

Planning Area Countywide Status On-going

v

EXPENDITURE SCHEDULE (5000)

Thio | Est. | Totl ) Beyond
Cost Element Totat | eyp7 | Fyoe |6 Years | FY%2 Eyio | FY11 | Friz | FY13 | FY14 | cvears
Planning. Design, and Supervision 908 0 164 744 124 124 124 124 124 124 0
Land 0 0 0 0 0 .B-T'p ~ A<O [APPEDIPRIATA 0 0
Site improvements and Utilifies 275 0 107 168 28 28 28 28 28 28 0
Construction 15,127 D] 7893 |] 8058] 1343] 1343| 1343] 13431 1.343 1343 | 5176
Other 0 0 0L ud Ol o O 5 0 0 0 0 0
Total 16,310 D | 2164 [0 BO70 || © A5 | 1498 | #3455 | A4S |5 1,405 +45% | o 5470
. o FUNDING SCHEDULE (5000)3/622 § /856 1850 ) 1850 ), /850 p3502
G.0. Bonds 16,310 01 2,164 |2 61030 | ALAGE [ 1455 |[\ #4596 [/ 3495 V] 4A9Y 495 W] 5476
Total 16,310 5T 2164 [ 6070 [P0 | b +ATT |4 1495 |U 3,486 |¥ 1485 [¥ 495 |V 5446
Vocqy 1622
DESCRIPTION

This project provides both curb ramps for sitewalks and new transportation accessibility constriction in compliance with the requirements of the
Arnericans with Disabilities Act of 1831 (ADA). This improvement program provides for planning, design, and reconstruction of existing
infrastructure Countywide to enable obstruction-free access to public facifities, public transporiation, Central Business Districls {CBDs), health
facilities, shopping centers and recreation. Curb ramp installation at intersections along residentiai roads wil be constructed based on population
density. Funds are provided for the removal of barriers to wheelchair users such as signs, poles, and fences and for intersection improvements,
such as the reconstruction of median breaks and new curb ramps, crosswalks, and sidewalk connectors to bus stops. Curb ramps are needed to
enable mobility for physically-impaired citizens; for the on-call fransit program, “Accessible Ride On*; and for County-owned and leased facilities. A
portion of this project will support the Renew Montgomery program. One aspect of this project will focus on improving pedestrian walkability by

. creating a safer walking environment, utilizing selected engineering technologies, and ensuring ADA compliance.

JUSTIFICATION
Areas served by Metrorail and other densely populated areas have existing infrastructure which was constructed without adequate consideration of
the specialized needs of persons with disabilities or impaired mobility. In compliance with the ADA, this project improves access to public facilities
and senvices throughout the County.
OTHER DISCLOSURES

- A pedestrian impact analysis has been completed for this project.

APPROPRIATION AND EXPENDITURE DATA COORDINATION .
Date Firsi Appropriation FY33 {3000) || Maryland Department of Transportation
First Cost Estimate Washington Metropolitan Area Transit

" Zurrent Scope FY0s 16310 || authority
{-Last FY's Cost Estimate 16,310 || Department of Housing and Gommunity

- Adfairs

Appropriation Request FY0S /621485 || Health and Human Services

FYA0 46 L1406 Comrmission on People with Disabilities

Appropriation Request EsL
ppToP i Montgomery County Pedestrian Safety

Supplemental Appropriation Request 0 Advisory Committee
Transfer D || Commission on Aging

— Maryland State Highway Administration
Gumulative Appropriation 2,184 || pMARC Rail
Expenditures / Encumbrances 1,235 || Sidewalk and Infrastructure Revitalization
Unencurmbered Balance : 923 Project

Annual Sidewalk Program

Partial Closeoul Thru FY06 13,342

New Parfial Closeout FY07 1,658 2 3 i
Total Partial Closeout 15,000
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Pedestrian/Bike/ADA Analysis Sheet
9/6/07

Analysis of the Capital Projects should address impacts to pedestrian’s activity
as a result of the project. Please filt out the following form and retain in your files
for each PDF.

Project Name: Dale Drive Sidewalk CIP#: 500904

1. Connectivity:

List any destinations within approximately 2 miles such as schools, parks,
commercial/retail, employment centers and/or public faciiities that this project
may provide access to. List any other important destination that may pertain to
the project. '

Sligo Creek ES and Silver Spring Int. MS
Sligo Creek Park

Highland View ES

Oak View ES

East Silver Spring ES

Silver Spring Metro

M-NCPPC

NOAA

Nolte Park

Downtown Silver Spring Shopping Center
City Place Shopping Center

Bullis Park

Blair Park Plaza

Fairview Park

Ellsworth Park

Seminary P! Shopping Center
Jesup Blair Park

Montgomery College-Takoma Park
Spring Center Shop Center

Acorn Hill Children Center

Silver Sprig Int. Park

Rosemary Hills ES

County Police Station

Silver Spring Fire Station
Woodline ES

Warren Street Ind Center

YMCA

Eastern MS

2 & & & & ¢ & @ & & S 0 0 O O S G O O O P S S S O S OO
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Pedestrian/Bike/ADA Review Sheet, Cont'd. — Page 2

2. Master Plan lssues:

List the master plan, page # and recommendations for sidewalks, bikeways or
other related issues such as streetscape requirements that impact the project.
Include recommended road right-of-way, number of lanes, etc.

East Sitver Spring Master Plan (Approved and Adopted, December 2000)

. Pg. 67: Improved pedestrian access 1o shopping areas, transit, and
community facilities by providing wide, tree-lined sidewalks throughout the area.
improve crossings with pedestrian signals and limitations on right turns where
appropriate. Good pedestrian walkways should be provided in all residential
areas. The most important routes are identified by their main function and should
be given priority. In many places, while sidewalks currently exist, they are
inadequate and should be improved.

° Pg 67: Major Neighborhood Routes: These are routes that fill gaps
between neighborhoods and important community destinations. The major
neighborhood routes connect to the pedestrian system framework routes, as well
as to parks, schools, and commercial and institutional centers.

3. Existing conditions:

Analyze existing crosswalks, sidewalks: curb ramps, street lighting, pedestrian
signals and bus stops (and any others). List missing items and deficiencies such
as poles or other obstructions in the sidewalk space, trees blocking illumination,
and need for streetlights. Check for pedestrian/bike accident histories.
Determine if bus stops will be properly located after the project is completed
(contact Transit Division Planner for assistance). List any other

deficiency/problem.

The purpose of project is {0 connect the existing sidewalks at its western and
eastern end project limits. Because there is no sidewalk from Mansfield Road to
Hartford Avenue, pedestrians are forced to walk on the shoulders of Dale Drive.
In addition, because a number of residents do not have driveways, they park
their vehicles on the shoulder which leaves inadequate space for pedestrians fo
walk on. There is a bus stop for No. 3 Ride-on bus and is highly used during
rush hour for a service between Silver Spring and Takoma Park metro stations.
The bus stop will be properly located after the completion of the construction.

39



Pedestrian/Bike/ADA Review Sheet, Cont’d. - Page 3

4. Recommended improvements :

Identify pedestrian improvements that are part of a project. The improvements
should enhancefimprove existing conditions or provide reasonable
pedestrian/bicycle accessibility and meet ADA guidelines. The project will carry
out the proposed improvements if funded. How are the existing conditions
incorporated into the project to ensure pedestrian safety in the area surrounding

the project?

The project as a whole improves the pedestrian safety. The project provides 5-
foot wide concrete sidewalk with 3-foot of landscape panel between the sidewalk
and curb and 7-foot wide sidewalk without landscape panel where there are
retaining walls. Handicap ramps will also be constructed at intersections

throughout the project site.

5 Additional Cost/impacts/Issues:

List any extraordinary costs or impacts to the project created by the provision of

pedestrian, bicycle or ADA accessibility (if any).
Discuss how the projects wili either retain the existing safety level or to what

extent we expect safety to improve and why?

The existing steep topographic condition causes a substantial amount of total
project cost for Dale Drive Sidewalk. However, the project will greatly improve
the safety level of pedestrians who are currently forced to watk on the shoulders

of Dale Drive.

Respurces:

‘Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) Accessibility Guidelines for Buildings and
Facilities’, 1982

Architectural and Transportation Barriers Compliance Board, ADA, Accessibility
Guidelines for Buildings and Eacilities: Architectural Barriers Act (ABAY;
Accessibility Guidelines; ‘Proposed Rule’, 1990

American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO),
‘Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities’, 1999
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Pedestrian/Bike/ADA Analysis Sheet
6/5/2007

Analysis of the Capital Projects should address impacts to pedestrian’s activity
as a result of the project. Please fill out the following form and retain in your files
for each PDF.

Project Name: Falls Road East Side Hiker/Biker Path  CIP #:500905

1. Connectivity:

List any destinations within approximately 2 miles such as schools, parks,
commercial/retail, employment centers and/or public facilities that this project
may provide access to. List any other important destination that may pertain to

- the project.

Bullis School, Ritchie Park Elementary School, Wayside Elementary School,
Potomac Elementary School, German Elementary School, Potomac Community
Center, Potomac Village Shopping Center, Potomac Promenade Shopping
Center, Heritage Farm Park, Falls Road Golf Club, Falls Road Park, Saint
‘Raphael Catholic Church, Washington Hebrew Congregation Center,
Congregation Har Shalom, Holly Resurrection Church, and Potomac United

Methodist Church.

2. Master Plan Issues:

List the master plan, page # and recommendations for sidewalks, bikeways or
other related issues such as streetscape requirements that impact the project.
Include recommended road right-of-way, number of lanes, etc.

The adopted 2002 Potomac Subregion master plan (page 119 of Board Draft and
21 of adopted) calls for the construction of a Class-l bikeway from Rockvilie City
line to MacArthur Boulevard. '

3. Existing conditions:

Analyze existing crosswalks, sidewalks; curb ramps, street lighting, pedestrian
signals and bus stops (and any others). List missing items and deficiencies such
as poles or other obstructions in the sidewalk space, trees blocking illumination,
and need for streetlights. Check for pedestrian/bike accident histories.
Determine if bus stops will be properly located after the project is completed
{contact Transit Division Planner for assistance). List any other

deficiency/problem.



Pedestrian/Bike/ADA Review Sheet, Cont'd. — Page 2

There is a 4-foot concrete sidewalk along the east side of Falls Road from River
Road to Gable Manor Court. The remainder of project corridor tacks sidewalks
or other pedestrian paths. Crosswalks exist across Falls Road at major
intersections. There are bus stops along both sides of the road along the project
corridor.

4. Recommended improvements :

ldentify pedestrian improvements that are part of a project. The improvements
should enhance/improve existing conditions or provide reasonable
pedestrian/bicycle accessibility and meet ADA guidelines. The project will carry
out the proposed improvements if funded. How are the existing conditions
incorporated into the project to ensure pedestrian safety in the area surrounding
the project? .

The project provides improvements for pedestrians from River Road to Dunster
Road by constructing an 8-foot path along the east side of Falls Road and
improving the bus stops. Currently there is no such path along Falls Road. The
proposed path greatly improves pedestrian and bicycle accessibility and will
incorporate ADA guidelines.

5. Additional Cost/lmpacts/issues:

List any extraordinary costs or impacts to the project created by the provision of
pedestrian, bicycle or ADA accessibility (if any).

Discuss how the projects will either retain the existing safety level or to what
extent we expect safety to improve and why?

The project will greatly improve safety level of pedestrians and bicyclists.

"Resources:

‘Americans with Disabiiities Ac:t (ADA) Accessibility Guidelines for Buildings and
Facilities’, 1992

Architectural and Transportation Barriers Compliance Board, ADA, Accessibility
Guidelines for Buildings and Facilities; Architectural Barriers Act (ABA);
Accessibility Guidelines; ‘Proposed Rule’, 1989

American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO),
‘Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities’, 1999

&,



Falls Road East Side Hiker/ Biker Path -- No. 500905

Date Last Modified

+ Category Transportation ) January 09, 2008
Subcategory Pedestrian Facilities/Bikeways Required Adeqguate Public Facility No
Administening Agency Public Works & Transportation Relocation Impact None.
“anning Area Potornac-Travilah Status Final Design Stage

EXPENDITURE SCHEDULE ($000)

Cost Element Totat| o [ ESL ] e | Fvos | Fvro | Fyar | Fve2 | FY3 | FYid Beyond
Planning, Design, and Supervision {70 260 0 0 /72 960 | 0488 | /30 B0 Bo @ | 360 © (230 B |210 B D
Land oo 475 0 D JFFpodT00 0 lfooo 509 2520980 | 0 3:300 0 1] 0
Site Improvements and Utilities 0 0 0 0 0 D 0 0 2400 B |[/I0S0 & 0
Canstruction 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 |3z20 & |¥sic €1 820€ 0
Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 [ nn® 0 0 0
Total /é 760 %960 0 0 "% S0 180 |/20 680 | 2930900 |° 3300 | (5Y0 B | 2050 B 0
FUNDING SCHEDULE ($000) 4 S
G.0. Bonds j6bES #2935 0 0/, - 2o 490 |30 548 | 2950 906 | 3900 |£Gvo B 2090 & 0
Jntergovernmental 75 &b i D] 75 &% 01 o ¥ 0] 7¢ & D 0 0
Total 4960 1] D 4060 |[Sp B0 /130 580 |2950 988 330D | G¥v0 B 2050 B 0
/6760 1670 5570

DESCRIPTION o conghract
This project provides funds to devetop-fimal design‘,plamnd-b acguire ﬁght-of—way,gr approximately 4 miles of an B-foot bituminous hiker/biker

path along the eas! side of Falls Road from River Road 1o Dunster Road. Falls Road is classified as a major highway and has a number of side
street connactions along the project cormdor. The path will provide pedestrian and cyclist safe access 10 communities along this project corridor and
will provide connection {o existing pedestrian facilities to the north {Rockville) and to the south {Potomac).

JUSTIFICATION .

The path provides much needed access to public transportation along Falls Road. The path will provide pedestian actess to the following
destinations: bus stops along Falls Road, Bullis School, Ritchie Park Elementary School, Potomac Community Center, Potomac Library, Potomac
Village Shopping Cénter, Potomac Promenade Shopping Center, Heritage Farm Park, Falts Road Golf Club, Falis Road Park, and a number of
religious facilities along Falls Road.

The 2002 Polomac Subregion Master Plan calls for a Class | (off-road) bike path along Falls Road from the Rockville City limit to MacArthur

Boulevard. The path is a missing link between existing bicycle faciities within the City of Rockville and existing path along Falls Road south of River

Road.

OTHER

“*ontgomery County Department of Public Works and Transportation has completed Phase 2 Facility Planning, prefiminary design, with funds from
+ Annual Bikeway Program.

rISCAL NOTE
Federal Transportation Enhancernent Funds will be pursued after property acquisition has been completed.

OTHER DISCLOSURES
- A pedestrian impact analysis has been completed for this project.

APPROPRIATION AND EXPENDITURE DATA COORDINATION
Date First Appropriation FY08 (5000) || Maryland-Nationa! Capital Park and
First Cost Estimate o760 Ptanning Commission
Current Scope Fvos #9680 || state Highway Administration
Last FY's Cosl Estimate o || Utility Companies
Department of Environmental Protection

Appropriation Request FY09 260 || Department of Permitting Services
Appropriation Request Est. Fyi0 JFoo 4780 ::”VEa;g’thon Gas
Supplemental Appropriation Request 0 Verizon
Transfer Maryland Department of Natural Resources
Cumulative Appropration 0
Expenditures / Encumbrances

yencumbered Balance ]
Partial Closeout Thru FY06
New Partial Closeout FYQ?7
Totai Partial Closeout 0 3?

MAP

See Map on Next Page
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MONTGOMERY COUNTY COUNCIL
ROCKVILLE, MARYLAND

NANCY FLOREEN
COUNCILMEMBER AT-LARGE

MEMORANDUM

June 29, 2006

TO: Arthur Holmes, Jr., Direclor

Department of Public Worksggand Transportation

FROM: Nancy Floreen, Chair

Transportation and Environtient Committee

SUBJECT:  Metropolitan Branch Trail project

On June 26, 2006 the T&E Commiittee reviewed the results of Phase I facility planning
for the Metropolitan Branch Trail project. The Committee concurs with the Planning Board’s
recommendation that Option 1 in the Project Planning Prospectus—the master-plan option—
should proceed to Phase 11 of facility planning (see the attached May 25, 2006 letter to you from
the Board). We recognize that the alignment of the planned hiker-biker bridge over Georgia
Avenue may need to be altered somewhat to allow for sufficient visibility of the traffic signals at
the Georgia Avenue/Sligo Avenue intersection.

The Committee appreciates the work the Department of Public Works and Transportation
has completed to date on this project. We look forward to the completion of Phase Il facility
planning for the Metropolitan Branch Trail project by the winter of 2007/2008 so that we can
consider the project for funding as part of the FY09-14 Capital Improvements Program.

attachment

cC: Councilmembers
Derick Berlage, Chair, Montgomery County Planning Board

D

100 MARYLAND AVENUE, 5TH FLOOR * ROCHKVILLE, MARYLAND 20850
240/777-7959 « TTY 240/777-7914 * FAX 240/777-7989 + COUNCILMEMBER.FLOREEN{@MONTGOMERYCOUNTYMD.GOV

GPRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER



ECEIVED
HUHTLuHERY COUHTY
THE MARYLAND -NATIONAL CASHIN AR, AND PLANNING COMMISSION
Office of the Chairman, Montgomery County Planning Boord

WS AN -6 M1

May 25, 2006 023353

Arthur Holmes, Jr., Direclor

Monteomery County Depariment of Public Works and 'I'ranspolnmiun
{01 Monroe Street, 10th Floor

Rockville, MD 20850

Dear MeFlolmes:

At its Md} 18, 2006 meeting, the Planning Board held a public hearing on the
Metropolitan Branch Trail Phase | Facility Planning Project Prospectus. After heaning the
planning stafl recommendation for a modified Option 5 (see attached staff report) and receiving
oral and written estimony from more than a dozen people,_the Board unanimously recommended
that Opiion | be carried into Phase 1l Facility Planning. Option 1 1s the Sector/Master Plan
alignment that provides for a new trail bridge over Georgia Avenue and a new tunncl under
Burlington Avenue (MD 410). It was the construction alierative recommended in the Maryland-
National Capital Park and Planning Commission Facility Planning study that was approved by
the Planming Board in early 2001 and subsequently transmitted to Department of Public Works
and Transporiation.

The Board views a fully erade-separated trail as integral 10 and consistent with the
County’s multimillion-doliar investment o revitahize downtown Silver Spnng. The alignment
and design proposed under Option 5, and recommended by your staff, is wholly inadequate for a
regional trail that is expected 1o generate nearly as many trail users as the Capitai Crescent Trail
in Bethesda after the Silver Spring Transit Center {SSTC) opens: 150-300 tratl users per hour on
weekends and 50-150 trail users on weekdays. The trail will serve as the pnncipal non-motornized
connection 1o the SSTC from Montgomery College and cast Silver Spring neighborhoods. This
0.6-mile segment of the Metropolitan Branch Trail (MBT) is also a critical link in the regional
trail system that connecis Silver Spring with Union Station in the Distiict, and with Bethesda and
points west via the [uture Georgetown Branch Trail and BiCounty Transitway.

The Board is aware of and sensitive 1o the projected high cost of implementing Option 1.
It believes (hat the planming stafl recommendation for a modified Option 5 could save somc
money i the short term and that the alignment may be suitable as the mterim trail. However, we
believe that interim trails, particularly those like the MBT with complex alignments and issues,
often become facihtics that fast 20-years or longer. As a result, the Board strongly rccommends
that the County make the proper investment now and not delay further the implementation of the
Scctor/Master Plan alignment —~

@)

Montgormery County PIonning Bocrd, 8787 Georgic Avenue. Siver Spring. Maryland 20910
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Arthur Holmes, Ir.
May 25, 2006
Pape 2 of 2

Should you have any questions about the Board’s decision or about planning staff
recoramendations, plca%e call Chuck Kines in Transportation Planning at 301-495-2184.
Sincerely,

Nevo L

enck P. Berlage

Chairman
DPB:CK:gw
Enclosure
ce: George Leventhal, Montgomery County Council President

Gary Suith, Director, Silver Spring Regional Service Center
Gwen Wnght, Acting Chief, Countywide Planning

Rick Hawthorne, Chief, Fransporiation Planning

Glenn Kreger, Community Based Planning

Dan Hardy, Transporiauon Planning

Charles Kines, Transportation Planning

Larry Cole, Transportation Planning

tir (o holeaes re MBT



Redland Road Sidewalk -- No.

Category Transportation Date Last Modified

Subcategory Pedestrian Facilties/Bikeways Required Adequate Public Facility No

Administering Agency Public Works & Transportation Relocation Impact None

Planning Area Shady Grove Vicinity Status Preliminary Design Stage

EXPENDITURE SCHEDULE {$000)

Thru Est. Total Beyond
FY1
Cost Element Total Eva? Fyoa £ Years FY09 FY10 FY11 FY12 3 Fri14 R
Planning, Design, and Supenvision 710 o 0 710 339 BO 285 8 ¢ Q 0
Land 161 0 0 161 o 161 | - 0 0 0 C G
Site [mprovements and Liilities 187 0 0 187 44 0 0 143 0 0 i
Construction 1,792 o} ] 1,782 0 384 9,408 0 0 4]
Other 0 0 0 ‘0 0 0 ] 0 0 0 o]
Total 2,B50 o 0 2.850 3B3 625 1,683 149 ] o] D
. FUNDING SCHEDULE (%$000)
G.0. Bonds 2,850 0 0] 2850 383 525 1,693 149 0 0 0
Total 2,850 0 0 2,850 383 625 1,693 149 0 0 0
OPERATING BUDGET IMPACT ($000)
[Erergy | 1 i { i 0§ o] o] 3] 3] 3]
DESCRIPTION

This project provides a new 5- foot sidewalk for a distance of 2,590 feet along the west side of Redland Road between Brardale Road and 250
feet east of Mill Creek stream, and from 164 feet west of Founders Mill Drive to Garrett Road. The gap between these twc segments is for the
planned over pass of Redland Road over the ICC, which is to be built in fall 2008 by the State. Other improvemenis inciude odesign and construction
of, a pedestrian bridge over Mill Creek and pedestrian street lights along the length of the project. e
JUSTIFICATION

This project will provide pedestrian's safe accessibility, encowrage neighborhood conneciivity, and provide a safe access corridor to the following
pedeswrian generators; Shady Grove Metro Station, Redland Road #fark, Redmill Shopping Center, places of Worshipete, DPWT prepared a
Transportation Facility Planning Study document entiled, "Redland Road Sidewalk phase | Facility Planning Study-Project Prospecius® in  February
2006, which is consistent with Shady Grove and Upper Rock Creek Master plans.

OTHER

The project scope and schedule are new for FY 09. This project is being coordinated with Intercounty Connector (ICC) which is curreatly under
design by MSHA,
OTHER DISCLOSURES

- A pedestrian impact analysis has been completed for this project.

. The Executive asserts that this project conforms to the reguirements of relevant local plans, as required by the Maryland Economic Growth,
Resource Protection and Planning Act.

APPROPRIATION AND EXPENDITURE DATA COORDINATION MAP

Diate Firs! Appropnation FY0o (3000} Maryland State Highway Administration

First Cos! Estimate ! Hi Administratiol

Cumrent Seope. FYos 2850 :n:dr::n: gz::;nent of the Ennvironment

Lest FY's Cost Estimate 0 Maryland-Nationat Capital Park and Pianning

Appropriation Request FYos 3@ || Commission

mooropration Request Est ~10 2,457 Department of Permitting Services See M Next P
Supplemental Apprapriation Request ° ee Map on Ne age
Transfer 0

Cumulative Appropriation 0

Expenditures { Encumbrantes 0

Unencumbered Balance ) o

Partial Closaout Thru FY0B 0

New Partial Closeout FY07 0

Total Partial Cioseout 0
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Pedestrian/Bike/ADA Anafysis Sheet
6/13/07

Analysis of the Capital Projects should address impacts to pedestrian’s activity
as a result of the project. Please fill out the following form and retain in your files

for each PDF.

Project Name: Redland Road Sidewalk
CIP#: 500906

1. Connectivity:

"List any destinations within approximately 2 miles such as schools, parks,
commercial/retail, employment centers and/or public facilities that this
project may provide access to. List any other important destination that

may pertain to the project.

The Rediand Road serves a large number of communities and neighborhood and
provides access to several facilities including metro station, park, shopping
center, elementary school, local Derwood communities, places of worship, ride

on and transit bus stops.

2. Master Plan Issues:

List the master plan, page # and recommendations for sidewalks, bikeways
or other related issues such as streetscape requirements that impact the
project. Inciude recommended road right-of-way, number of lanes, etc.

Redland is the boundary between the Shady Grove Sector Planning Area and
the Upper Rock Creek Master planning area.

Mater plan note:
« Redland is proposed o be classified as a "Primary Residential Street”.

e Recognize the largely residential character of Redland, particularty
between Needwood Road and Roslyn Avenue.

« Improve pedestrian access from neighborhoods to bus stops.
Redland Road specifically requires a seventy (70) feet of right of way
With a maximum of two lanes from Needwood Road to Muncaster Mill

Road.

3. Existing conditions:




O

Pedestrian/Bike/ADA Review Sheet; Cont’d. — Page 2

Analyze existing crosswalks, sidewalks; curb ramps, street lighting,
pedestrian signals and bus stops (and any others). List missing items and
deficiencies such as poles or other obstructions in the sidewalk space,
trees blocking illumination, and need for streetlights. Check for
pedestrian/bike accident histories. Determine if bus stops will be properly
located after the project is completed (contact Transit Division Planner for

assistance). List any other deficiency/problem.

There is no pedestrian access within the project limits along Redland Road. The
proposed sidewalk will address pedestrian disconnects, encourage neighborhood
connectivity, and provide safe access to the major pedestrian generators.

This project is currently being coordinated with the ICC which will be built in the

fall 2008.

4. Recommended improvements :

identify pedestrian improvements that are part of a project. The
improvements should enhance/improve existing conditions or provide
reasonable pedestrian/bicycle accessibility and meet ADA guidelines.
The project will carry out the proposed improvements if funded. How are
the existing conditions incorporated into the project to ensure pedestrian
safety in the area surrounding the project?

This project provides a new five foot sidewalk for a distance of 2,590 feet along
west side of Redland Road between Briardale Road and 250 feet east of Mill
Creek stream, and from 164 feet west of Founders Mill Drive to Garrett Road.
The project also provides a clear and distinct separation between the travel lane
and pedestrian designated portion of the roadway. Further construction of this
project will incorporate improvements to the existing storm drainage system and
street lights along the length of the project.

5. Additional Cost/Impacits/lssues:

List any extraordinary costs or impacts to the project created by the provision of

pedestrian, bicycle or ADA accessibility (if any).
Discuss how the projects will either retain the existing safety level or to what

extent we expect safety to improve and why?
There are no extraordinary costs or impacts to the project created by provision of

pedestrian or ADA accessibility. The project will improve the existing safety level
by providing continuous pedestrian sidewalk, along Redland Road.

Besources:

47



MONTGOMERY COUNTY COUNCIL

ROCKVILLE; MARYLAND

NANCY FLOREEN
COUNCILMEMBER AT-LARGE

MEMORANDUM
March 13, 2006

TO: Arthur Holmes, Jr., Director
Department of Public Works and Transportation

FROM.: Nancy Floré&en,
Transportation and Environment Committee

SUBJECT: Redland Road Sidewalk project

On March 9, 2006 the T&E Committee reviewed the results of Phase I facility planning
for the Redland Road Sidewalk project. The Committee concurs with:

o the Planning Board’s recommendation that Altemative IV in the Project Planning
Prospectus should proceed to Phase II of facility planning; and
o the Board’s associated comments in its March 6, 2006 letter to you.

The Committee appreciates the work the Department of Public Works and Transportation
has completed to date on this project. We look forward to the completion of Phase II facility
planning for the Redland Road Sidewaik project in 2007 so that we can consider the project for
funding as an amendment to the FY 2007-2012 Capital Improvements Program.

ce: Councilmembers
Derick Berlage, Chair, Montgomery County Planning Board

@)

100 MARYLAND AVENUE, 6TH FLOOR * ROCKVILLE, MARYLAND 20850
240/777-7959 « TTY 240/777-7814 » FAX 240/777-7989 * COUNCILMEMBER.FLOREEN@MONTGOMERYCOUNTYMD. GOV

s PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER
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Bethesda CBD Streetscape -- No. 500102

Transportation
Roads

Category
Subcategory
Administering Agency
Planning Area

Public Works & Transportation
Bethesda-Chevy Chase

~ .« xDate Last Modified
Required Adequate Public Facility
Relocation Impact
Status

January 09, 2008

Yes

None.

Preliminary Design Stage

EXPENDITURE SCHEDULE ($000)
Thru Est. Total Beyond
Cost Element Total | Fvor | Fyos |evears | FY09 | FY10 | FY11 | FY12 | FY13 | F¥Y14 | 6 vears
Planning, Design, and Supervision 1,107 79 100 628 123 105 0 0 200 200 300
Land 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Site improvements and titilities 1,226 0 21 1,205 390 815 o 0 0 0 0
Construction UL &6 0 0 5H16 5746 0 Yéin-718 0 0 [f"%%oe0 | 2000 [ 2300
Other 0 ol ., O of 0 0 0 0 0 0
[Total foo44 | 10;349 79 121 P48 (- 513 PU3636 0 0 |~ 2200 | 2200] 2600
FUNDING SCHEDULE ($000),25 12 N, /926
(.0. Bonds Jneve | 18348 79 121 b/ ¥=540 513 [¥/ 2636 0 0 W 2200 2200 2600
Total ol | 10e4S 79 121 |V Fedd 513 |¢ 5636 (] 0 |V 2400 2,200 2,600
OPERATING BUDGET IMPACT ($000)
Maintenance 20 0 0 5 5 5 5
Energy 20 0 0 5 5 5 5
Net Impact 40 0 0 10 10 10 10
DESCRIPTION

This project provides for the design and construction of pedestrian improvements to complete unfinished streetscapes along approximately 5,425

feet of Central Business District {CBD} streets in Bethesda as identified in the Bethesda CBD Sector Plan.

This includes 1,125 feet along

Woodmont Avenue between Old Georgetown Road and Cheltenham Drive; 3,550 feet along Wisconsin Avenue between Cheltenham Drive and the
narthemn end of the CBD; and 750 feet along East-Weslt Highway between Waverly Street and Pearl Street. [t is intended to fill in the gaps between
private development projects which have been constructed or are approved in the CBD. The design elements include the replacement and
widening, where possibie, of sidewalks, new vehicular and pedestrian lighting, street trees, street fumiture, roadway signs and the installation of

conduit for the future undergrounding of existing overhead utility lines.

underground conduits is not included.
JUSTIFICATION

The removal of the overhead utility lines and their placement in the

Staging of the Bethesda CBD Sector Plan recommends implementation of transportation improvements and facilities identified in Stage | prior to

moving to Stage Il.

Bethesda CBD Sector Plan, approved and adopted July 1994; and Bethesda Streetscape Plan Standards, updated April 1992.

THER

This work will be completed in two stages. Stage 1, to be completed in FY 10, will provide brick pavers, street trees, benches, and trash receptacles
in all segments, and instalt the underground conduit for the Woodmont Avenue and East-West Highway segments. Stage 2, to be started in FY13
an finished beyond the six-year pefiod, will complete the streetscaping work in these three segments.

OTHER DISCLOSURES

- A pedestrian impact analysis has been completed for this project.

Some . C rrapd o
Loet C.Aa.j,, t The private sector Py completed t-ﬁej"'ﬂt of Hhic work i Pla LisCons

COORDINATION

Maryland-National Capital Park and
Planning Commission

Av o ¢ ;ejn-hj.

MAP

APPROPRIATION AND EXPENDITURE DATA
Date First Appropriation FY01 ($000
First Cost Estimate
Current Scope FY05 9.284
Last FY's Cost Estimate 10,349
Appropriation Request FyDg 513
Appropriation Request Est FY10 20i0 2630
Supplemental Appropriation Request 0
Transfer ¢
Cumulative Appropriation 200
Expenditures / Encumbrances 105
Unencumbered Balance 95
Partial Closeout Thru FY0§ 0
New Partial Closeout FYo7 0
Total Partial Closeout 0

Montgomery County Public Schaols
Department of Permitting Services
Maryland State Highway Adrinistration
Utility Companies

Bethesda-Chevy Chase Regional Services
Center

See Map on Next Page
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Burtonsville Access Road -- No. 500500

Category Transpontation Date Last Modified January 11, 2008
Subcategory Roads Required Adequate Public Facility No

Administering Agency Pubiic Works & Transportation Relocation impact None.

Planning Area Fairland-Beltzvilie Status Final Design Stage

EXPENDITURE SCHEDULE ($000)

Thru Est. Total Beyond
Cost Element Total Fyo7 FYDS |6 Years FYD9 FY10. | FY11 FY12 FY13 Fyi4 6 Years
Planning, Design, and Supervision 1,044 350 151 (260 543 | O 200 gth]| o 843 Oijfoe &lse0 8] 343 -0
[and 3.200 21 3,178 3] 0 D 0 0 0 0 0
Site Improvements and Utilities 12 12 0 [i] 0 0 0 0 0 o) 0
Construction 3,693 0 D | ¢ 3693 0 0o 3598 0 i 0 [36%3 p
Qther 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4] D 0 o]
Total 7,949 383 3,330 (2004236 | o 180 | o 90| p 4,036 0 |jes & |to0 & |93 &
FUNDING SCHEDULE ($000)
G.0. Bonds 7,895 383 3,330 PVA82 | o 46 ] 0 308 | P 4,036 Q0| # 8| los 8% Or
intergovernmental 54 0 0 54| p b4 0 1 Olsy B 0 0
Total 7,949 383 3,330 Poodr236 | 0 180 | o 188 | ,» 4836 C{o0 Blijon B ¥o26 0
OPERATING BUDGET IMPACT ($000) .
Maintenance 12 0 0 0 o 4 o & o 4
Energy 12 0 0 0 o 4 ¢ 1 & 4
Net Impact 24 0 0 0 o B v £ & B
DESCRIPTION

This project. provides a new roadway between Spencerville Road (MD 198) and the School Access Road in Burtonsville. This roadway will consist
of two 12-foot lanes, closed section, for a length of approximately 1,400 linear feet. The project also includes an eight-foot parking lane, curb and
gutter, five-foot sidewalks, landscaping, and streetlighting.

CAPACITY )

The roadway and intersection capacities for year 2025 Average Daily Traffic (ADT) for MD 188 is projected to be 40,700 vehicles per day.

COST CHANGE

increase due to project reaching detailed design, increased 1and values, and increased construction and streetlighting costs.

JUSTIFICATION

This project implements the recommendations of the Faifland Master Plan. The propesed modifications to MD 198 (US 29 to Cld Columbia Pike),
which the Maryland State Highway Administration (SHA) will undertake to correct the high incidence of accidents and improve capacity of the roar
will eliminate access off MD 198 to the businesses along the north side of MD 188. The proposed roadway will provide rear access to businesse.
and will create a more unified and pedestrian-friendly downtown Burtonsville,

Project has been deveioped based on a planning study for Burlonsville Access Road, and as called for by the Faidand Master Plan, The
Bepaniment of Public Works and Transportation {DPWT) has completed Phase | Facility Planning Study and the Phase 1l preliminary engineering is
being completed under Facility Planning.
FISCAL NOTE :
Intergovernmental funding inciudes WSSC contribution to water and sanitary sewer relocations.
OTHER DISCLOSURES

- A pedestrian impact analysis has been completed for this project.

APPROPRIATION AND EXPENDITURE DATA COORDINATION MAP
Date First Appropriation FYO05 {$000) || Maryiand-National Capital Park and
First Cost Estimate Planning Commission
Current Scope FY07T _ 6.252 |} Marytand State Highway Administration
Last FY's Cosl Esfimate 6,252 || (MSHA)
Montgomery County Public Schools
Appropriation Request FY09 0 || Facility Planning: Transportation
ropriation Reques! EsL. Evio o +eev || Department of Public Libraries
fope veni Department of Public Works and See Map on Next Page
Supplemental Appropriation Request 0 Transportation .
Transfer 0 1| Department Technology Services

Department of Permitling Services

Cumulative Appropriation 6,252 Washington Suburban Sanitary

Expenditures / Encumbrances 415 |1 Commission . o

Unencumbered Balance 5,837 || YWashingten Gas ]
Pepce

Partial Closeout Thru FY05 o [| Verizon

New Partial Closeout FYO7 [
Total Partia! Closeou! 0
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Facility Planning-Transportation, CIP# 509337

FY09-14 Project Summary List
Updated: January 7, 2008

l. STUDIES UNDERWAY OR TO START IN FY09-10
Road/Bridge Projects

Dedicated but Unmaintained Roads Study Location: Up-County

This project provides funds for a study of all the dedicated roads in the County that are not currently maintained
by County forces. In 2007 T&E removed $150K proposed consultant expenditure (thus leaving only 100K in
FYO8 for Staff) whereby the remaining task will be performed in-house by the Division of Operations, Highway
Maintenance Section. Verification is needed to confirm the private citizen study performed by Montgomery
County Civic Federation group which lists 48 roadways.

Dorsey Mill Road Extended and Bridge (over 1-270) Location: Germantown-ADC Map 9E11

This project provides for facility planning of Dorsey Mill Road Bridge from Century Boulevard over I-270 to
Dorsey Mill Road. It will include a bridge over I-270. It is listed in the 1989 Germantown Master Plan as I-4; a
4-lane divided arterial within @ 100-foot right-of way. It is needed to provide circulation across I-270 for the
master planned commercial /industrial development in Germantown. A field visit showed that the southwest side
of Dorsey Mili Road as well as the extension of Century Boulevard has not been constructed. The northeast
portion of Dorsey Mill Road has been completed but stops shy of 1270.

Although the 1989 Germantown Master Plan shows Dorsey Mill Bridge as « possible alignment for the CCT, it is
unlikely that the CCT will be included in this bridge construction. The Phase | study will make the final
determination as to whether or not to construct the bridge to accommodate the CCT. Several factors will
influence this decision, including the results of studies currently underway. These studies include an MTA study of
a Bus Rapid Transit facility along 1-270; and ongoing discussions with MNCPPC to determine the CCT mode (bus
or light rail) and alignment.

East Deer Park Drive Bridge (over CSX Railroad) Location: Town of Washington Grove-ADC Map
19H10 :

This project provides for facility planning to evaluate the existing Bridge #0132 on East Deer Park Drive. The
bridge is located on the A-255 (Oakment Road) Master Plan alignment and the railroad tracks over which it
crosses are adjacent to the future Transitway alignment. The one-lane two-way bridge was constructed in 1945
and is nicknamed the ‘Humpback’ bridge because of the 11% grades in both directions. The access of the bridge
is controlied by traffic lights. It used heavily by local traffic including school buses. The study is being performed
and will evaluate the substandard grades, the abrupt horizontal alignment at the eastern end of the bridge, and
the potential life expectancy of the abutments due to the age of the bridge. This project will require extensive
coordination the Town of Washington Grove and City of Gaithersburg.

East Gude Drive Widening (Crabbs Branch Way-MD 28) Location: Gaithersburg-ADC Map 29B2-
29F5 '

Gude Drive is designated as a Major Higway (M-23) between Key West Avenue to Rockville City Line and is
recommended to be widened between 4 to 6 lanes. From MD 355 to Crabbs Branch Way, Gude Drive is a six
lane divided roadway with turning lanes at major intersections. Between Crabbs Branch Way and Norbeck
Road (MD 28) the roadway varies between four and six through lanes with a wide median island. The facility
planning study will evaluate widening East Gude Drive consistently as six lane readway, with Class | bike
facilities and sidewalk. Due to the high volume of heavy vehicles a comprehensive pavement analysis and
redesign will also be evaluated.

-

5(

Division of Capital Development, Facility Planning Unit
2/13/2008
1/9



Facility Planning-Transportation, CIP# 509337

FY09-14 Project Summary List
Updated: Janvary 7, 2008

Longdraft Road Widening (Quince Orchard Rd-Clopper Rd) Location: Gaithersburg ADC Map
18J8-18H12 .

This project provides for the Facility Planning for the widening of Longdraft Road from MD 124 (Quince Orchard
Road) to MD 117 (Clopper Road) to the full Master-Planned 4-lanes. It is classified as an arterial. The future
connectivity benefit is to provide the link to Watkins Mill Road extended, which will have an interchange at 1-270
(part of the Go Montgomery SHA participation) and extend east to MD 355 and existing Watkins Mill Road.
Extensive coordination with the City of Gaithersburg will be required.

Midcounty Highway Extended (Montgomery Village Ave-MD 27)Location: Gaithersburg ADC Map 9J10-
19QE5

The facility planning study will evaluate the projected congestion for the corridor between Montgomery Village
Avenue and Ridge Road. The extension of Midcounty Highway from Montgomery Village Avenue to Ridge Road
{approximately six miles), identified as M-83, in the 1989 Germantown Master Plan and the 1985 Gaithersburg
Vicinity Master Plan recommends a six lane major divided highway within a 150-foot right-of-way. Council has
directed that one of the options to be evaluated will be a ‘Parkway’ option with the following features: 4-lanes,
a narrow median, 40 mph design speed, prohibition on heavy trucks and 11-foot wide travel lanes.

Observation Drive Extended (Water Discovery La-1/4 mile S. Stringtown Rd)

Location: Germantown ADC Map 9E9-9C5

This project provides for facility planning of Observation Drive from Water Discovery Lane to approximately

1 /4 mile south of Stringtown Road. It is listed in the 1994 Clarksburg Master Plan and Hyattstown Special Study
Area as a 4-lane divided arterial within a 150' ROW. 50’ of the ROW will be used for the transitway, which
will consist of a separate bus lane or light rail. Observation Drive will ultimately run from MD 118 to Stringtown
Road, thereby providing an alternate route to MD 355 and access to major areas of employment. This project
crosses a tributary of Little Seneca Creek.

Robert’s Tavern Rd/MD 355 Bypass (N. of Cool Brook La-Existing Robert’s Tavern Dr.)

Location: Germantown /Clarksburg ADC Map 9D5

This project provides facility planning to complete the southern connection between Observation Drive and MD
355. The developer portion of the roadway has been constructed from Observation Drive to west of MD 355.
Robert's Tavern Road should create a ‘T’ intersection with MD 355.

Seminary Road Intersection Location: Silver Spring ADC Map 36H7

This project provides for facility planning of the Seminary Road/Seminary Place/Second Avenue/Linden
Lane/Brookville Road intersection as shown on page 57 of the 2000 North and West Silver Spring Master Plan.
It is needed fo improve traffic and pedesirion conditions and facilitate traffic flow along Seminary Road.

Sidewalk/Bikeway Projects

Bradley Boulevard Bikeway (Wilson Lane-Goldsboro Road) Location: Bethesda ADC Map 35H11-35J13
This project provides for facility planning of the master planned DUAL bikeway along Bradley Boulevard {120’
ROW) which is on-raod bike lanes {shoulders) as well as an off-road shared use path. This portion of the
roadway is open section and currently there is a shoulder along the NE side that varies between 2-6 feet. This
project will provide a connection between the existing sidewalk on Bradley Boulevard east of Goldsboro and an
existing sidewalk on Wilson Lane and provide safe pedestrian access to several transit stops and the Bethesda
CBD. This request originates from the South Bradley Hills Neighborhood Association and was accompanied by a
petition of approximately 100 citizens in support of this project.

Division of Capital Development, Facllity Planning Unit
2/13/2008



Facility PIanning-Transboﬂafion, CiP# 509337
FY09-14 Project Summary List

Updated: January 7, 2008

Central Avenve Sidewalk (MD355-MARC) Location: Gaithersburg ADC Map 19G11-19J10
This project will provide Facility Planning for sidewalk evaluation. Central Avenue is a two-lane, open section
narrow roadway with restricted right of way and severe horizontal curvatures, lacks street lights, and has
minimal shoulder area. Current conditions pose a hazard to pedestrians living in this area, which includes
Washington Grove Elementary School and the Washington Grove MARC station. The study will also evaluate
modifications to the existing storm drainage system. The project was recommended by Councilman Phil Andrews.

MD 355 Sidewalk (Prescott Rd-MC Line) Location: Gaithersburg ADC Map 2H8-2H10

This project will provide Facility Planning for sidewalk evaluation in Hyattstown along MD 355 from Prescott
Road to Montgomery County line, approximately 2 miles (1 mile on each side of the street). Although there are
construction funds available for the replacement of existing sidewalks this is being handled through Facility
Planning because existing ROW is very limited. The Master Plan (1994) recommends ‘landscaping, street
furniture, and gateways’ which are not included in the estimate. Facility Planning Phase i and If should be
combined. '

MacArthur Boulevard Bike Path Segment #3 (Oberlin Avenue-District of Columbia Line)

Location: Glen Echo ADC Map 40D2-40H6,

This project originated as a part of a comprehensive facility planning study to evaluate bikeway facilities along
MacArthur Boulevard from the DC line to Old Angler’s Inn, a distunce of approximately 7 1/3 miles which was
separated into three manageable segments to study. The first segment from |-495 under pass to Oberlin Avenue
{13,800') has advanced to final design. This second segment will evaluate the many safety issves associated with
this path, including illegal vehicle usage on the path and make recommendations as to the types of improvements
to be performed.

Oak Drive/MD 27 Sidewalk Location: Damascus ADC Map 4812-4C10

This project provides for facility planning of approximately 1.4 miles of 5-foot wide sidewalk on Ock Drive
between its southern and northern intersections with MD 27 (Ridge Road) as well as along Ridge Road between
Oak Drive and Bethesda Church Road. The study will also evaluate rehabilitation of existing, deteriorated
asphalt walk in front of Damascus High School. The sidewalk will provide safe pedestrian access to John T.
Baker Middle School, Damascus High Schoo!, John Haines Park, o shopping center and transit stops along MD 27,
and the County Recreational Facility. This request originated from the “Action in Montgomery” Group (AIM} with
members who are leaders of the Damascus area. '

Seven Locks Rd Sidewalk/Bikeway {Montrose Rd-Bradley Blvd) Location: Potomac ADC Map 29A11-35A6
This project provides for facility planning of a sidewalk and dual bikeway along the 3.3 mile section of Seven
Locks from Montrose Road to Bradley Blvd, shared use path along Montrose Road between Seven Locks Road to
I-270, and an analysis of the need for left turn, acceleration/deceleration lanes at Bells Mill Road, Muirfield
Drive, and Grand Teton Drive. The proposed bikeway will connect to existing bike facilities along Seven Locks
Road, Montrose Road, Tuckerman Lane, and Democracy Boulevard and the proposed sidewalk will provide
pedestrian access to residential neighborhoods, 24 transit stops, 4 schools, and 9 places of worship. Impetus for
this project includes letters to the CE from several homeowners, articles in the Potomac Gazette (Aug. 27, 2003
and Nov. 5, 2003}, request from Montgomery Square Citizens Assoc. and request from our own Division of

Operations.
&3

Division of Capital Development, Facility Planning Unit
2/13/2008
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Facility Planning-Transportation, CIP# 509337
FY09-14 Project Summary List

Updated: Januvary 7, 2008

16" Street Sidewalk {LyHonsville Road-Spring Street) Location: Silver Spring ADC Map 36J8-36K?
This project provides for facility planning of approximately V4 mile of a 5-foot wide sidewalk. This project will
provide a connection between Summit Hills Apartments, Suburban Tower Apartments, and Park Sutton

Condominiums on the west side, via a recently installed crosswalk to the bus stop on the east side. This request
originates from MNCPPC staff.

Mass Transit Projects

New Transit Center/Park-and-Ride Location: Countywide

This project serves as a place holds for at least one new project as a result of the 2004 Montgomery County
Strategic Transit Plan's 15 locations and for critical Corridor Cities stations for transit centers where three or
more bus routes meet which have in excess of 500 boardings. Also, the Montgomery County Strategic Transit
Plan estimated significant unmet park-and-ride demand in 9 corridors. Of these, three are considered most need
of additional capacity: (1) 1-270; (2) the inter-County Connector; and {3} US29. This project will select and
provide facility planning for one or more park-and-ride or transit center.

Takoma/Langley Park Transit Center® Location: Takoma Park/Langley Park

The County has aggressively pursued a new transit center for 10 years. This goal has been complicated because
of the site falling at the Montgomery County/Prince George’s County border, the site being a future station for
the Bi-County Transitway, and concerns from existing businesses. The State has taken the lead on this project but
will require County planning and financial assistance.

&)

Division of Capital Development, Facility Planning Unit
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Facility Planning-Transportation, CIP# 509337
FY09-14 Project Summary List

Updated: Janvary 7, 2008

1. OTHER CANDIDATE STUDIES TO START FY11-14
Road/Bridge Projects

Arlington Road Widening (Wilson Lane-Bradley Boulevard) Location: Bethesda ADC Map
35K11-35K13

This project provides for facility planning of Arlington Road from Old Georgetown Rd. (MD 187) to Bradley
Blvd. (MD 191). A 1997 iraffic study showed that 2 through lanes were needed in each direction to provide
adequate capacity. The current roadway width is 44 feet allowing 4@11’ through lanes. A reversible lane
configuration was considered; however, the traffic demand indicates that the flows are approximately balanced
and a change to allow three lanes in one direction would result in a capacity constraint in the unbalanced
direction. The 1994 Bethesda CBD Sector Plan lists Arlington Rd. as an arterial in an 80’ ROW.

Sidewalk/Bikeway Projects.

Dale Drive Sidewalk (MD 97-US 29) : Location: Silver Spring ADC Map 36)7-37B8
This project provides for facility planning for a one mile section of sidewalk. It is recommended Phase | and )l be
combined. Currently the children in the area wait in the street for the school buses. Worshippers walk on Dale
Drive to the local synagogue on Georgia. Currently the worshippers must walk in the street as there are no
continuous sidewalks.

Falls Rd Sidewalk-WS (River Rd-Dunster Rd) Location: Potomac ADC Map 34D5-28J10
This project provides planning for a 3.8 mile section of sidewalk on the west side of Falls Road from River Road
to Dunster Road. This project was initiated due to the concerns of local citizens who attended the Falls Rd.
Hiker/Biker Trail meetings. The Falls Road Hiker/Biker Trail is an 8- foot trail which will be constructed on the
east side of Falls Road and currently under study.

This project will provide safe connections to the Potomac Post Office, Potomac United Methodist Church,
Washington Episcopal Church, Congregation Har Shalom, Washington Hebrew Congregation and the Julia
Bindman Center, all of which are on the west side of Falls Road.

Frankiin Ave Sidewalk (US29-MD 193) Location: Silver Spring ADC Map 37B7-37E6
This project provides for a Phase If planning study for @ ¢,100 linear feet section of sidewalk; replacement of
existing curb and gutter; and installation of curb ramps along both sides of Franklin Avenue. A green strip will
be provided between the roadway and the sidewalk where feasible. The proposed sidewalk links several
destinations: Columbia Union College, Sligo Seventh Day Adventist ES, Tacoma Academy, Rolling Terrace
Elementary School, Seek Lee Park, Washington Adventist Hospital, Long Branch Library, Flower Avenuve Park,
New Hampshire Estates Park, and shops. The Sligo Branview Citizen’s Assoc. requested this project.

Goldshoro Rd Bikeway (MacArthyr Blvd-River Rd) Location: Glen Echo ADC Map 40D1-40G1
This project provides for facility planning of bike and pedestrian facilities for the one mile section of the .
roadway. The study will include consideration of uniform shoulders, striping and marking of the master planned
bike lanes per AASHTO and MUTCD standards, and a 5-foot wide sidewalk.

The sidewalk will provide safe pedestrian access to several transit stops along Goldsboro Road, o shopping
center at the corner of MacArthur, and Glen Echo Park. It will connect to existing sidewalks and bikeways which
are located on MacArthur and River. This request originated form the Tulip Hills Citizens Association due to
concerns for pedestrians currently traveling along Geldsboro Road.

Division of Capital Development, Facility Planning Unit
2/13/2008
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Facility Planning-Transportation, CIP# 509337
FY09-14 Project Summary List

Updated: Janvary 7, 2008

Interim Capital Crescent Trail (Stewart Avenve-Silver Spring Metro)

Location: Silver Spring ADC Map 36G8-36J9

This project provides for the facility pfanning of segments of a shared use trail along the Georgetown Branch
Transitway corridor (future Capital Crescent Trail) from Stewart Avenue to the Silver Spring Metro and the
proposed Transit Center, approximately 1.5 miles. The trail would be constructed as a ten-foot wide facility with
two feet of clearance on each side for an approximate distance of one mile. This project is intended to provide
interim connectivity until the location of the Purple Line/Light Rail are resolved. The interim alignment, which does
not follow the master plan, was selected during a Pre-Facility Planning process by M-NCPPC to provide
alternate routes to avoid constrained areas and to take advantage of any potential for a permanent trail
placement. Please refer to the MNCPPC January 2001 Facility Planning study, ‘Capital Crescent and
Metropolitan Branch Trails.' Some of the segments can be used as an alternate route during the construction of
the transitway. The trail will serve bicyclists, joggers, in-line skaters and will be ADA accessible. This project will
complete a missing segment to connect the Capital Crescent Trail north of the Silver Spring Transit Center {SSTC),
and tie it to the Metropolitan Branch Trail.

Jones Mill Rd Bikelanes (Beach Dr-Jones Bridge Rd) Location: Glen Echo ADC Map 36G8-36J9
Provides for planning of Class Ill signed on-road bike facilities and is important connection between two
segments of Beach Drive; provides connection to Capital Crescent Trail, Rock Creek Trail and to bikeway aleng
Jones Bridge Rd.; a popular route for bicydlists. Adequate ROW exists for bike facilities within the shoulders.

MacArthur Blvd Bike Path Segment #1 (Stable La-i-495) Location: Glen Echo ADC Map 34A11-
34H13

This project originated as a part of a comprehensive facility planning study to evaluate bikeway facilities along
MacArthur Boulevard from the DC line to Old Angler's Inn, o distance of approximately 7 1/3 miles which was
separated into three manageable segments to study. The first segment from 1-495 under pass to Oberlin Avenue
(13,800") and second segment, from Oberlin Avenue to District of Columbia line have already been studied. This
third section will evaluate the many safety issues associated with this path, including illegal vehicle usage on the
path and make recommendations as to the types of improvements to be performed.

Midcounty Hwy Sidewalk/Bikeway (Woodfield Rd-Shady Grove Rd)

Location: Gaithersburg ADC Map 19J7-20B9

This project provides for facility planning of o sidewalk /bikeway. Midcounty Highway is master planned for a
sidewalk and a bikeway for its entire length. The bikeway is listed in the 1985 Gaithersburg Vicinity Master Plan
as S-82. These facilities will connect the bikeway on Shady Grove Road and the Shady Grove Metro Station to
numerous multi-family and single family neighborhoods as well as to Shady Grove Middie School on Midcounty
Highway. The March 2005 Countywide Bikeways Functional Master Plan refers to SP-70 along the north side of
the roadway.

NIH Circulation Study & North Bethesda Trail Exiension Location: Bethesda ADC Map 35H7-35H9
This project provides facility planning for traffic congestion relief around NIH. Since the advent of 9-1 1, NIH has
restricted access to its Bethesda campus, thereby creating circulation and congestion problems throughout this
already severely congested corridor which has created traffic issues that need to be addressed. The project
provides for a traffic study of the greater Bethesda aregq, specifically those corridors which have been impacted
by the new NIH policies. Impacts will be quantified, and conceptual solutions will be proposed to the Council for

their consideration.

Division of Capital Development, Facility Planning Unit
2/13/2008
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Facility Planning-Transportation, CIP# 509337

FY09-14 Project Summary List
Updated: Janvary 7, 2008

The North Bethesda Trail Extension (Charles Street-Lincoln Street) facility planning study will evaluate the
recommended master planned shared use path adjacent to and within the NIH campus. Although planning for
the Trail was complete, a consequence of the 9-11 tragedy has been restricted access to NIH. This project will
address issues relating to that restriction and will complete the missing segment of the trail from Charles Street
{along the east side of Old Georgetown Rd. MD 187), and turning info the NIH campus at Lincoln Street
following the southern boundary of the NIH campus to the existing trail leading into the Bethesda CBD.

Tuckerman Lane Sidewalk {Gainsborough Rd-Westlake Dr) Location: Garrett Park ADC Map 34J2-
35C2

This project provides for facility planning of approximately 1.6 miles of 5-foot wide sidewaik on Tuckerman
Lane from Gainsborough Road to Westlake Drive. It will provide a safe pedestrian link between an existing
sidewalk that ends on Tuckerman Lane at Gainsborough Road and existing sidewalks on Seven Locks Road and
Westlake Drive and improve access to surrounding neighborhoods, transit stops, Herbert Hoover Middle School,
Winston Churchill High School, Assisted Living facility, Cabin John Shopping Center, and Cabin John Regiona!l
Park. The Annual Sidewalk Program has received several requests for sidewalk construction along Tuckerman
Lane including inquiries from Representative Chris Van Hollen (Maryland’s 8th Congressional District) on behalf of
his constituents.

Mass Transit Projects

Clarksburg Transit Center Location: Clarksburg

This project will help to define a transit hub in the Clarksburg area. Clarksburg is the last of the Corridor Cities
established three decades ago in the County Master Plan. This transit center will provide a transit station for the
Corridor Cities Transitway and prior to that it will service as a bus staging area. The scope of work for this
project includes site selection and concept development. First, undertake a small planning studyto identify the
location to construct an initial transit bus hub. Second, after a two-year pause, develop 15% design plans for a
Transit Center at the specified location.

59
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Facility Planning-Transportation, CIP# 509337

FY09-14 Project Summary List
Updated: Januvary 7, 2008

I1l.  OTHER CANDIDATE STUDIES PROPOSED AFTER FY14

Road/Bridge Projects

N/A

Sidewalk/Bikeway Projects

Dufief Mill Sidewatk {MD 28-Travilah Rd) Location: North Potomac ADC Map 27H6-28B3

This project will provide facility planning for sidewalks along Dufief Mill Road from Darestown Road {MD 28) to
connect to the proposed Travilah Road bikeway project (about 2.1 miles). This project, along with the Travilah
Road bikeway project, will provide a safe pedestrian facility linking Rte. 28 to River Road. It was initiated by a
letter from the president of the North Potomac Citizen's Association to Doug Duncan.

Forest Glen Bikeway {MD 97-Sligo Creek Park) Location: Forest Glen ADC Map 36H5-36K5
Provides for planning of the Forest Glen Bikeway between Georgia Avenue (MD 97) and Sligo Creek Park
(about V2 mile), as called for in the 2004 Countywide Bikeways Functional Master Plan. This project would
connect the heavily used Sligo Creek Trail with Forest Glen Metro and the new Forest Glen Ped/Bike Bridge.

Flower Avenue Sidewalk (Piney Branch Rd = Carroll Ave)

Strathmore Ave Sidewalk (Stillwater Ave-Garrett Park Line) Location: Garrett Park ADC Map 35K2-
36A2 '

This project provides planning for the missing links of sidewalk along Strathmore Avenue to improve pedestrian
safety and access to Garrett Park elementary school and Holy Cross Catholic School.

Mass Transit Projects

Hillandale Transit Center Location: Hillandale ADC Map 3715
Currently Ride On bust routes #10 and 24 lay-over on Powder Mill Road, just south of New Hampshire Avenue
and to the northwest of the Hillandale Shopping Center. Bus routes #20, C8, K& and Z19 pass through. The
current facility is inadequate and requires 4 bus bay facility to better serve transit patrons and provide a
permanent bus layover location as well as a defined patron waiting area.

Lakeforest Transit Center Modernization Location: Gaithersburg ADC Map 19Eé

Lakeforest Transit Center, constructed in 1995, is located along the south side of Lost Knife Road at Odendhal
Avenue. It is adjacent to a 300 space park a ride iot, and provides access to 7 Ride On routes with 16, 000
daily riders, making it the most successful transit center that is not located near a Metrorail station. The existing
structure has a canopy and two bus bays. Due its success, this facility requires expansion that should include
doubling its current size, provisions for a driver toilet and improved bus circulation.

Olney Longwood Park & Ride Location: Longwood ADC Map 21F3

The 2005 Olney Master Plan recommends a park and ride fot on or at the vicinity of the Longwood Recreation
Center. Such a facility would serve 200 parking spaces, two bus bays, and serve as a anchor for the Georgia
Avenue Busway routes and capture commuting traffic from the north rather than adding to the congestion at the

Olney core. @

Division of Capital Development, Facility Planning Unit
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. Facility Planning-Transportation, CIP# 509337
FY09-14 Project Summary List

Updated: Janyary 7, 2008

Olney Transit Center Location: Olney

In FY98, this project was initiated as a Facility Planning project. However, it met with considerable public protest
and consequently put an hold. The need for this project remains great. The recommendation in FY98 was to
reactivate this project at a later date. The project will involve site selection and preliminary engineering design.

University Boulevard BRT Location: Wheaton ADC Map 36H1

This BRT project would continue the east/west transit inprovement under the Veirs Mill BRT project. This project
will identify queve jumpers and other bus transit enhancement that will improve transit travel time, reliability, and
identity between Wheaton and Takoma Langley Cross Roads.

Up County Park-and-Ride Expansion Location: Upcounty ADC Map 18E1

In May 2005, Transit Services implemented a major route restructuring of its fixed route bus services in the
UpCounty region of the county at the Germantown Transit Center. There are 175 commuter parking spaces
available at the Transit Center. Within 2 months, the spaces were fully utilized on g regular basis. While
ridership has increased overalt within the system, the routes in the Up County have increased by leaps and
bounds (25%). Over 100 inquires have been received since July 2005 requesting additional parking in
Germantown. As we plan for future developments and expansions, additional transit centers and parking will be
necessary to maintain its current users as well as new riders. Ideally, Park & Ride expansion would occur in close
enough proximity to the existing Transit Center to fully utilize the operational resources currently allocated for
Transit. However, the demand is strong enough that other locations should be explored as well.

Division of Capital Development, Facility Planning Unit
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Facility Planning-Transportation -- No. 509337

Category Transportation Date Last Modified January 09, 2008
Subcategory Roads Required Adequate Public Facility No

Administering Agency Public Works & Transportation Relocation Impact None.

Planning Area Countywide Status On-going

EXPENDITURE SCHEDULE ($000)

Cost Element wool, TOH! s | s v L evos | Fyao | Fv11 | Pviz | Fyas | Fris eoyond
Planning, Design, and Supervision 4278 | 25475 4076 | 4F2 | 2205 | 2945 #-84% 3079 Firacis] : 0
Land 381] 267 114 /TS 0 935 0 J2¥% 0 (&7 [7#27 ¢ |75 0 [ ¥8P 0 0
Site Improvements and Utilities 124 121 0 0 0 1] 0 0 0 0 0
Construction 52 52 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 45 45 0 howugOlrae Ol 0 0., e 012e59q0 ] n0~0 1o, O 0
Totai Yatoo| 4LBFS] 25961 | 4190 | /733 | 2,208 | 2245 | 2,845 | #H079-| 4260 | 4,000 -
. FUNDING SCHEDULE {$000) e
Recordation Tax Premium 1550 3450 0 0285 3450 0 0 0 700 1,150 1" +600 0
Contributions 4 4 O lgegqg O l,aae O iz Ol qnse © Ol g O 0 1]
Cument Revenue: General 7S¢, | 35431 [ 23,135 | 3,722 [ 12554 [ " 5330 || &0B5 |~ <5265 %‘ ; o £830 G
Impact Tax 684 184 80 420 0 0 420 4] 1] 0 0
Land Sale 21 21 [§ 0 o] 0 0 [ [ 0 [1]
Mass ransit Fund ZToo¢] S445 | 1778 387 l?;_,m.a-ea 160 160 160 150 | /so 200] /yo-470 [¥]
Intergovemmental . 7B 764 21 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
State Aid 75 75 0 0 8] 0 [5 [§ 0 0
Total 4875 | 25,961 4,190 | 47,724 | 22985 2245 2645 | 3678 3266 4089 0
¥igoo 12949 /983 firy 2605 3P19  /TfY  fso

DESCRIPTION
This project provides for planning and preliminary engineering design for new and reconstrucled highway projects, pedestrian facilities, bike
faciliies, and mass transit projects under consideration for inclusion in the CIP. Prior to the estabiishment of a CIP stand-alone project, the
Department of Public Works and Transportation (DPWT) will perform Phase | of facility planning, a rigorous planning level investigation of the
following critical project elements: purpose and need, usage forecasts and traffic operational analysis; community, economic, social,
environmental, and historic impact analyses; recommended concept design and public parficipation. At the end of Phase |, the Transportation and
Environment Committee of the County Councit reviews the work and determines if the project has the merits to advance to Phase It of facility
planning, pretiminary {35 percent level of completion} engineering design. In preliminary engineering design, construction plans are developed
showing the specific and detailed features of the project, from which its impacts and costs can be more accurately assessed. At the completion of
Phase ii, the County Executive and County Council hold project-specific public hearings and then determine if the candidate project has the meri
to advance into the CIP as a fully-funded, stand-alone project.
COST CHANGE
Increase due to adjustments to schedules and estimates, higher consultan! costs, and the addition of FY'13 and FY14 to this on-gaing projeci.
JUSTIFICATION -
There is 2 continuing need to define the scope and determine need, benefits, implementation feasibility, horizontal and vertical alignments, typical
sections, impacts, community supportfopposition, prefiminary costs, and altematives for master planned transportation recommendations. General
Plan; Master Plans; and Master Plan of Highways; and Maryland-National Park and Planning Commission (M-NCPPC) Transportation Policy
Report. The sidewalk and bikeway projects in Facility Planning specifically address pedestrian needs.
FISCAL NOTE
Starting in FYD1, Mass Transit Funds provide for mass transit related candidate projects. Impact tax will continue to be applied to quaiifying
projects.
OTHER DISCLOSURES

- A pedestrian impact analysis will be performed during design or is in progress.

- The Executive asserts that this project conforms to the requirements of relevant local plans, as required by the Maryland Economic Growth,

Resource Protection and Planning Act.

-* Expenditures will continue indefinitely.

APPROPRIATION AND EXPENDITURE DATA COORDINATION

Date First Appropriation Fys3 {8000) || Maryland-Nationai Park and Pianning
First Cost Estimate {00 Commission

Current Scope FY0S  4%87%7 |1 Maryland State Highway Administration
Last FY's Cos! Estimate 40,854 || Maryland Department of the Environment

Maryland Department of Natural Resources
Appropriation Request FY09 THD =800 U.S. Amy Corps of Engineers
Appropriation Request Est FY10TRD 2325 Bgll?tgmnent of Permitting Services
ities
Supplemental Appropriation Request 0 Municipalities
Transfer _ 0 {]| Affected communities
- — Commission on Aging

Curnulative Appropriation ghet” 3570 || Commission on People with Disabilities
Expenditures / Encumbrances 28,848 || Montgomery County Pedestrian Safety
Unencumbered Batance 4,757 || Advisory Committee

Partia} Closeout Thru - FY06 b

New Partial Closeout FYO? 0 é O ]

Total Partiat Closeout 0
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FACILITY PLANNING TRANSPORTATION - No. 509337

Studies Underway or to Start in FY(9-10:

Road/Bridge Projects

Dedicated but Unmaintained Roads Study

Dorsey Mill Road Extended and Bridge (over 1-270)

East Deer Park Drive Bridge (over CSX Railroad)

East Gude Drive Widening (Crabbs Branch Way-MD28)
Longdraft Rd Widening (Quince Orchard Rd-Clopper Rd)
Midcounty Hwy Extended (Mont. Village Ave-MD27)
Observation Dr (Waters Discovery -1/4 mi. 5. Stringtown)
Robert’s Tavern Road/MD355 Bypass

Seminary Road Intersection

idewalk/Bikeway Projects
Bradley Boulevard Bikeway (Wilson La-Goldsboro Rd
Central Avenue Sidewalk (MD355-MARC)
| MD355 Sidewalk (Hyattstown Mill Rd-MC Line)
MacArthur Bivd Bike Path Seg #3 (Oberlin Ave-DC Line)
Oak Drive/MD27 Sidewalk
Seven Locks Road Sidewalk/Bikeway (Montrose-Bradiey)
Sixteenth Street Sidewalk (Lyttonsviile Rd-Spring St)

Mass Transit Projects
New Transit Center/Park-and-Ride
Takoma/Langiey Park Transit Center*

Other Candidate Studies to Startin FY11-14:

Road/Bridge Projects
. Rotd-Widentne-CWiton br-Brattey BV

Sidewalk/Bikeway Projects
M&W)
Erasidi I EIS25-MBH03)
)
Interim Capltal Crescent Trail (Stcwan Ave- SS Metro)
Eac

MMMH@M}

NIH Circulation & North Bethesda Trall Extensmn
Tuckerman Lane Sidewalk (Gainsborough-Westlake}

Mass Transit Projects
Clarkshurg-Fransit-Center

NiA

*State project — County consulting and staff time charged io Facility Planning

3,
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Highway Noise Abatement -- No. 500338

\tegory Transportation Date Last Modified May 14, 2007
ency . Public Works & Transportation Required Adeguate Public Facility NOD
3aning Area Countywide

docation k ct N 3
docaton Hmpa one EXPENDITURE SCHEDULE {$000)

Thru Rem. Total . Beyong
.ost Eiement Total Y06 FY08 6 Years FYD7 FYD8 FYog FY10 1 FY12 6 Years
{anning, Design
nd Supernvision 3135 350 162 2,583 200 250 200 1,533 200 200 0
and 1 1 0 0 0 0 o] 0 0 0 0
ite iImprovements
nd Liilifies
Bnstruciion 10,581 0 0 10,581 D 1612 0 5,369 0 3,600 1]
jther 5 5 0 [i] D 1] 0 0 ] 0 0
Sl 13,722 336 162 13,164 200 1,862 200 6,902 200 3,800 0

] FUNDING SCHEDULE ($000
3.0. Bonds 11,270 396 162 10,712 200 | 1,862 200 4,450 200 3,800 0]
Sontripations 2452 0 0 2452 [ 0 0 2,452 0 0 0]
ANNDAL OPERATING BUDGET IMPACT {$000)

ESCRIPTION

Jis project provides funds for the study and prioritizalion of noise abatement measures along publicly owned and maintained roads in Montgomery County. Once
e need and priority of the abatement measures are established, funding is provided for their design and construction.

ISTIFICATION N

itizens regularly requesi noise abaternent measures along County and State roads. The purpose of this project is to respond to these requests in accordance with
e racently adopted Transportation Noise Abaternent Policy. Reguests would result in noise studies that would determine the need, whether the requested location
sots the notse criteria for abatement measures, determination of its pricrity, and future design and construction. '

lans and Studies .

1e Highway Noise Abatement Policy was developed by the Noise Abatement Task Force. The Policy establishes criteria for evaluating the need for noise
satement along publicty maintained roads. ]

ost Change

avel of Efort for FY07-12 has been raised 1o reflect higher unit costs.

TATUS

refiminary planning stage.

THER

his project was conceived through participation on the Noise Abaterment Task Force that developed a policy and criteria for evaluating the need and appropriateness
I requests for noise abatement along publicty maintsined roads in Montgomery County. ‘The project allows for the implementation of the policy established through
iis Task Force by providing funds for the study and priaritization of requests and the implementation of noise abatement measures. The noise abatement measures
ianned for construction in FYO7 are on Shady Grove Road between 1370 and Brardale Read (east and west sides), and between Briardale Road and the
terCounty Connector (west side). The noise abalement measures planned for construction in FY08 are on Middiebrook Road behind Twinflowes Circle and
etween Ridgecrest Drive and Waring Station Road (south side), on Mideounty Highway between Forest Oak Middle School and Saybrooke Oaks Boulevard (south
ide), and from Miller Fall Road to Washington Grove Lane {south side), and on East Randoiph Road between Tamarack Road and Laurie Drive {south side), and
etween Appleby Drive and Partridge Drive (nosth side). Should one or more of these bariers ulimately not proceed due to insufficient support from impacted and
encfited property owners or fram property owners needed fo grant property for the barriers, the Council may approve by resolution one or more additional barriers
ubject to the limit of appropriated funds.

ISCAL NOTE

here may be contributions from impacted and benefited property owners in the future as specified in the policy.

APPROPRIATION AND COORDINATION

EXPENDITURE DATA Maryiand-National Capital Park and Planning
 Date First Appropriation FYo3 (5000) || Commission
| Iniial Cost Estimate 8.500 || Departrment of Ervironmental Protection
First Cost Estimate || Department of Permitting Services
Cumrent Scope FYo? 12,698 |{ Marytand State Highway Administration
Last FY's Cost Estimate 12,698
Present Cost Estimate 13,722
rapriation Request FYos -1,878
Supplemama:
biopriation Request FYo? 1]
| Transfar 0
Curnylstive Approprabon 4,498
Experndiures/
Encumbrances 1,572
Unencumbered Balnes 2,576
I Parial Cioseowt Thiy FY05 [
| 2w Partiat Closeout FYos 0
LTolal Parlial Closeoud ]

@




Highway Noise Abatement -- No. 500338

Category Transportation Date Last Modified January 11, 2008
Subcategory Roads Required Adequate Pubiic Facility No

Administering Agency Public Works & Transportation Relocation Impact Norne.

Planning Area Countywide ) Status On-going

EXPENDITURE SCHEDULE ($000)

Thru Est. Total Beyond
Cost Element Total | ryp7 | Fyos [evears | FY09 | FY10 | FY11 | FY12 | FY13 | FY14 | gyears
| Planning, Design, and Supervision 7,781 557 441 2,983 450 400 200 1,533 200 200 3,800
Land B 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Site Improvements and Utilities 0 0 0 0 3] 0 1] 0 0 0 0
Construction 5,372 3 0 5,369 0 0 0 5,369 0 0 0
Qther 1,956 7 1,849 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total 15117 575 2,380 8,352 450 40D 20D 6,902 200 200 3,800
FUNDING SCHEDULE ($000)
Contributions 2,452 0 0 2,452 0 0 0 2,452 0 0 0
G.0. Bonds 12,665 575 2,380 5,000 450 400 200 4,450 200 200 3,800
Total 15,117 575 2,390 8,352 450 400 200 6,902 200 200 3,800
OPERATING BUDGET IMPACT ($000)
Maintenance 6 1 1 1 1 1 1
Net Impact [3 1 1 1 1 1 1
DESCRIPTION

This project provides funds for the study and prioritization of noise abatement measures along publicly owned and maintained roads in Montgomery
County. Once the need and priority of the abaternent measures are established, funding is provided for their design and construction.
COST CHANGE
Increase due 1o the addition of FY13 and FY 14 to this on-going project and increased design costs.
JUSTIFICATION
Citizens regularly request noise abatement measures along County and State roads. The purpose of this project is to respond to these requests in
accordance with the Transportation Noise Abatement Policy. Requests would result in noise studies that would determine the need, whether the
requested location meets the noise criteria for abatement measures, detemination of its priorty, and future design and construction.
The Highway Noise Abatement Policy was developed by the Noise Abatement Task Force in 2001. The Policy establishes criteria for evaluating the
need for noise abatement along publicly maintained roads.
OTHER :
This project was conceived through participation on the Noise Abatement Task Force that developed a policy and criteria for evaluating the nesl
and approprigieness of requests for noise abatement along publicly maintained roads in Montgomery County. The project allows for the
implementation of the policy established through this Task Force by providing funds for the study and prioritization of requests and the
implementation of noise abatement measures. The noise abatement measures planned for construction in FYOB are on Shady Grove Road
between 1-370 and Briardale Road (east and west sides), and between Briardale Road and the InterCounty Connector (west side). The noise
abatement measures planned for construction in FY12 are Midcounty Highway between Forest Oak Middie School and Saybrooke Oaks Boulevard
(south side), and from Miller Fall Road to Washington Grove Lane (south side), and on East Randolph Road between Tamarack Road and Laurie
Drive (south side), and between Appleby Drive and Partridge Drive (north side). Should one or more of these barriers ultimately not proceed due 1o
insufficient support from impacted and benefited' property owners or from property owners needed to grant property for the barmers, the Council may
approve by resolution one or more additional barmers subject to the limit of appropriated funds. The design for Middlebrook Road behind Twinflower
Circle and between Ridgecrest Dtive and Waring Station Road (south side) is delayed to FY09 for fiscal reasons.,
FISCAL NOTE
There may be contributions from impacied and benefited property owners in the future as specified in the policy.
OTHER DISCLOSURES

- A pedestian impac! analysis has been completed for this project.

APPROPRIATION AND EXPENDITURE DATA COORDINATION

Date First Appropriation FYo3 ($000) || Marviand-National Capital Park and
First Cost Estimate Planning Commission

Current Scope FY0S 15117 || pDepartment of Environmental Protection
Last FY's Cost Estimate 14,067 || Department of Permitting Services

Maryland State Highway Administration

Appropriation Reguest FYog 850

Appropriation Request Est. FY10

Supplemental Appropriation Reguest

Transfer o

Cumulative Appropriation 2,965

Expenditures / Encumbrances 2,905

Unencumbered Balance 60

Partial Closeout Thru FY06

0
New Partial Closeout FyOr 0 .
Tota! Partial Closeout 0 - 65-

24-16




Highway Noise Abatement -- No. 500338

Category Transportation Date Last Modified January 11, 2008
Subcategory Roads Required Adeguate Public Facility No

Administering Agency Public Works & Transportation Relocation Impact ’ None.

Planning Area Countywide . Status On-going

EXPENDITURE SCHEDULE ($000)

Cost Element Total | ooy | pone o | rvos | Fvio | Py | Fvaz | ryas | Fvae [porend
Planning, Design, and Supervision $#$E{ 4761 557 441 |2 088 | 0 488 | o 400 |[R50200 | 1,533 |4oo 200 o0 200 |0 2800
Land 8 8 0" 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Site Improvements and Utilities 0 0 0 |...q O 0 0 1] 0 0 0 0
Construction 521E 6372 3 o [*7538es 0 0 0] 5369 0 |3000 o 0
Other 1,958 7| 1949 | gep O [ 0 0 0 ] 0 0
Total /%51 7 AT 575 | 2,390 | 8,352 p 466 | o ADG 850 288 | 6,902 [¢o 200 [395,200 | 0 3BOD
FUNDING SCHEDULE ($000)
Contributions 2,452 0 0| 2452 0 0 0] 2452 0 0 0
5.0, Bonds 73985 | 756654 575 | 2.390 Y%r 5000 | © 450 | o 400 | 540 0@ | 4,450 |pr 200 Bges 200 | 02000 |
Total 7991 e T 575 | 2,390 |,, G962 | p 4B0 | p 490 |gEo 490 | 6,802 |gpo 200 g, 200 | o 4800
OPERATING BUDGET IMPACT ($000)
Maintenance 5] 1 1 1 1 1 1
Net Impact 6 1 1 1 1 i 1

DESCRIPTION ‘

This project provides funds for the study and prioritization of noise abatement measures along publicly owned and maintained roads in Montgomery
County. Once the need and priority of the abatement measures are estabiished, funding is provided for their design and construction.

COST CHANGE

Increase due 1o the addition of FY13 and FY 14 to this on-going project and increased design costs.

JUSTIFICATION

Citizens regularly request noise abatement measures along County and State roads. The purpose of this project is to respond to these requests in
accordance with the Transportation Noise Abatement Policy. Requests would result in noise studies that would determine the need, whether the
requested location meets the noise criteria for abatement measures, determination of its priority, and future design and construction.

The Highway Noise Abatement Poficy was developed by the Noise Abatement Task Force in 2001, The Policy establishes criteria for evaluating the
need for noise abatement along publicly maintained roads.

OTHER

This project was conceived through participation on the Noise Abatement Task Force that developed a policy and criteria for evaluating the neet
and appropriateness of requests for nolse abatement along publicly maintained roads in Montgomery County, The project allows for the
implementation of the policy established through this Task Force by providing funds for the study and prioritization of requests and the
implementation of noise abatement measures. The noise abaternerit measures planned for construction in FYOB are on Shady Grove Road
between 1-370 and Briardale Road (east and west sides), and between Briardale Road and the InterCounty Connector (west side}). The noise
abaternent measures planned for construction in FY 12 are Midcounty Highway between Forest Oak Middle School and Saybrooke Oaks Boulevard
(south side), and from Miller Fall Road to Washinglon Grove Lane (south side), and on East Randolph Road between Tamarack Road and Laurie
Drive (south side), and between Appleby Drive and Partridge Drive (north side). Should one or more of these barriers ultimately not proceed due to
insufficient support from impacted and benefited property owners or from property owners needed to grant property for the bariers, the Council may
approve by resolution one or more additional bammiers subject to the Jimit of appropriated funds, The design for Middiebrook Road behind Twinflower
Circle and between Ridgecrest Drive and Waring Station Road (south side) is delayed to FY08 for fiscal reasons.
FISCAL NOTE
There may be confributions from impacted and benefited property owners in the future as specified in the policy.
OTHER DISCLOSURES

- A pedestrian impact analysis has been completed for this project.

APPROPRIATION AND EXPENDITURE DATA COORDINATION

Date First Appropriation FYD3 (3000 Maryland-National Capital Park and

First Cost Estimate Planning Commission

Current Scope FY0S 13117 || Department of Environmental Protection

Last FY's Cost Estimale 14,067 || Department of Permitting Services
Maryland State Highway Administration

Appropriation Request FY0s o 886

Appmopriation Request Est. Y10 v

Supplemental Appropriation Request D

Transfer ¢

Cumulative Appropnation 2,965

Expenditures / Encumbrances 2,905

Unencumbered Balance 60

Partial Closeout Thrs FY06

0
New Partial Closeor FYo7 0 Zg '
Total Partial Closeout 0 !
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Woodfield Road Extended -- No. 500151

Category Transportation Date Last Modified January 11, 2008
Subcategory Roads Required Adequate Public Facility No

Administering Agency Public Works & Transportation Relocation Impac None

Pianning Area Damascus Status : Final Design Stage

EXPENDITURE SCHEDULE ($000)

Thru Est. Total Beyond
Cost Element Total | pyg7 FYos |8 Years FYo9 FY10 FY11 FY12 FY13 FY14 | ¢ Years
Planning, Design, and Supervision 2453 ] 1,218 496 738 392 301 46 0 0 0 0
Land 2,190 195 2,004 0 0 0 0 0 0 Y 0
Site Improvements and Utilities 570 5 0 565 i 0 565 0 0 0 0
Construction 9,303 0 { 6,000 3,303 208 [ebbaoy (R 2706 0 0 0 0
Other 2 2 0 D 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total 14,527 | 1,420 | 8,500 4,607 600 P97 eae | 3407 0 0 0 0
FUNDING SCHEDULE ($000)

Contributions 30 30 0 0 0 0 0 D 0 0 0

(.0. Bonds 11,913 1,380 7,385 3,128 0 1236701613328 0 0 0

Impact Tax 2,446 3] 1,105 1,341 600 600 141 0 [§] ] 0

Intergovemmental 138 0 0 138 0 0 138 0 0 0 0

Total 14,527 1,420 8,500 4,607 600 2478081, 46T 0 0 [4] 0

OPERATING BUDGET IMPACT ($000) ™

Maintenance 24 0 0 0 B 8 8

Energy 211 - 0 1] 0 7 7 7

Net Irnpact 45 0 0 0 15 15 15
DESCRIPTION

This project provides a 3,000-foot exiension of Woodfield Road from 1,200 feet north of Main Street, (MD 108), to Ridge Road, (MD 27). The scope
of work includes the design, land acquisition, and construction of a 1,450 foot segment of Ridge Road from 450 feet south of the existing Ridge
Road / Faith Lane intersection to 300 feet north of the Ridge Road / Gue Road intersection. The roadway improvements include: extension of
Woodfield Road as a 28-foot wide closed-section roadway with two 14-foot wide traffic 1anes; provision of auxiliary left-tum lanes on Woodfield Road
at Faith Lane and Ridge Road; realignment of Faith Lane to intersect Woodfield Road at a point 350 feel south of Ridge Road; construction of a
separated 8-foot wide bikeway along the eastern side of Woodfield Road Extended from Main Street lo Ridge Road; widening Ridge Road to
provide two 12-foot wide travel tanes, two 4-foot wide paved shoulders, an auxliary left tum tane at the proposed intersection with Woodfield Road;
streetlighting; and landscaping. Woodfield Road Extended and Ridge Road improvements will be constructed within an 80-foot wide right-of-way.
CAPACITY

The design year 2020 projected Average Daily Traffic (ADT) volume is 20,000 vehicles.

COST CHANGE .

Increase due to higher material costs and additional permitting requirements added to the scope of the project.

JUSTIFICATION

This project is needed to alieviate traffic congestion and improve safety and sight distance in the Damascus business area. Traffic forecasts and
analysis show that five intersections in the town wilt begin to fail shortly after the year 2010 without the construction of Woodfield Road Extended.
The construction of Woodfield Road will reduce the projecied traffic volume in year 2020 along Ridge Road between Woodfield Road and High
Comer Street from 28,000 to 17,500 vehicles per day, and on Ridge Road between High Comer Street and Main Street traffic volume will be
lowered from 19,100 to 5,400 vehicles per day.

OTHER

Special Capital Projects Legisation will be proposed by the County Executive,

FISCAL NOTE

The intergovernmental and contribution revenue represem Washington Suburban Sanitary Commission's (WSSC) share of utility relocation costs
and the developer's share of the project costs, respectively. The two year construction delay is due to Jocating and obtaining approval of a viable
wetiand mitigation site from regutatory agencies and resource constraints.

OTHER DISCLOSURES
APPROPRIATION AND EXPENDITURE DATA COORDINATION MAP
Diate First Appropriation FY01 (3000) || Northem Damascus Park and Ride Lot
First Cost Estimate Facility Planning: Transportation
Current Scope FYos 14527 || Allegheny Power
Last FY's Cost Estimate 11,443 || Washington Suburban Sanitary
Commission
Appropriation Request Fy09 3,084 || Verizon
ropriation Request Est. Y10 o || Maryland Departiment of the Environment
Aeroe —— Amy Corp of Engineers See Map on Next Page
Supplemental Appropriation Reques Maryland State Highway Administration
Transfer 0 || Maryland-National Capital Park and
- — Planning Commission
Cumulative Appropriatian 11443 || Maryland Historical Trust
Expenditures / Encumbrances 2484
Unencumnbered Balance 8,959
Partial Closeout Thru FY06 0
New Partial Closeout Yo7 0
Total Partial Cioseoul 0

24-38



N

099 099 | 099 | 099 | 099 096 098¢t dlD g1 - 20X+ paacuddy
oLy 099 099 099 093 | 099 095 - 098¢ V1oL
00 | ooe | 00z | ooz | 00z | swi Svey Bujobuo pajeublsapun/qgD
0s 05 05 0s 05 0s oog BucBuo saipmg pa|ieleq
1573 G Sl GL Gl S st ButcBuo Wawabeuew yoafo.d pue Buuaauibus voddng juepnsuon
‘saipnis Joujw ‘yuawwdosaep joaloid ‘Busuuely
001 oS 051 ydaouory sAeq WN}|anuaay sbejiA mecmEos_\_@ Py vewyBip
¥3| Jo} uorisuel Jalag spinoid 8} Py uewyBI UBPIAA
0¥ 06 06 1daouony aue| winy jybl punog)sam pue Py umojsauweq © Py piod Sy
Japinoys pue saue| yoeoudde Z 10j puUNOqUINeS USpPIAA
S/ Gl Wd8ouc)| uaweaoidwi sourisig ki an0IS) ADBYS punoqynog aA0i0) ADBUS [ Y0Je0s58y
0L SoL T4 00z adl MOl J14BJ) SIUBYDUS Aadg? Buuds Jamis say eilbioeg
0} SUOHDSSIALI SNOLEBA 1B Jusluaaosdu [eutyeladQ
. ot Sl G5 09t ydaouos spswaaoudw] aueT aacio uoiBuyses © AME AunoD pIN
. Kiajes uewjsspad spinoid pue suljuiew ue QSS sroidw)|
oot ool | . ooe ydazuon Saue| MUYl £ o) punoq@iseg AIpow ¥IBQPUOWIRI] ) AMH Big weg
0 AluQ ubisag $UQNEYIpOLW famag 0) 33 320y - pY ydiopuey
uannjeaaiadnssemn pue Buiuspim pajejas Aajes
58 081 SEE 009 uBisaqg M3 8pNE) UD BUE} WIN) 3| PUCDAS apIA0lg BUET UMBIINOS @ aAlQ] 8png) 3
06 06 uBjsag (uelpaw PY UMOJSaLIEQ 9 PY BADID APEUS
Bunsma ojut Aeg winy Ya| a1B001) uBIpaW Burypow
GEl SEb ubrsag T ey TP PR R GRS PH SIIEd D py U315 §
gl Sl g0 WHUNG ${0N.} 8)EPCURLIOISE 0 IPEI AJPOR 193415 piojuelg
1su0) dasuo)
05 0s 80 Wwng jsuo) peoy Asuey?) sBbug adins Py 2doH poo9 © pd AsueyD sbbog
-84 pue saue| LN BK punogisem pue 1SE9 SRINCIG
siea)d 9 puokag] tiad] €iAd] ZLAd] HIAd| 0LAd| 60Ad L7 N snjejg uopduoseq Suo}jed07 peluweibolg
: XIS |ejo L

sjuswd Aosdwj Jodg pue uodesIau|




Silver Spring Traffic Improvements -- No. 508716

Category Transportation Date Last Modified January 10, 2008

Subcategory Traffic Improvements Required Adequate Public Facility No

Administering Agency. Public Works & Transportation Relocation Impact None.

Planning Area Silver Spring Status On-going

EXPENDITURE SCHEDULE {$000)
Th Est. Total Beyond
Cost Element Total | oot | pvos |6 vems | FY00 | FY10 | Fr1n | Fraz | Fr13 | FYia | ohens
Planning, Design, and Supervision 935 0 512 423 (154 423 [ g2, 0207 & 0 0 0 0
Land 0 0 0 o 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Site Improvements and Utilities 357 0 182 175 |20 126 |26 B 0 0 0 1] 0
Construction 2,564 0 0 | 2,564 |0 2.853 |£70 288 [/99¥ 248 0 0 0 0
Other 56 0 56 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total 3,912 0 750 3,162 192,681 L7 223 (2301 248 0 0 0 0
FUNDING SCHEDULE ($009)A£57 220!
G.0. Bonds 3,912 0 750 3,162 | 4 2691 ¥ [ 223 | | 248 ol D 0 0
Total 3,912 0 750 3,962 [/+ 25671 | ¥ 240 | v 248 (1] 0 0 0
Yoy
DESCRIPTION

This project provides for intersection and roadway improvements in Silver Spring, in support of the Silver Spring Central Business District (CBD)
Sector Plan, and the Silver Spring Redevelopment project to accommodate the flow of traffic related to development within the CBD. Dale Drive at
Colesville Road (S 29) improvement is the last improvement from the study that generated various improvements already in place in and around

the CBD. The east and west leg of Dale Drive cumently have a lefi-turn lane and a combination thru and right turn-tane.

The proposed

improvement requires an additional lane on both Dale Drive approaches. On the westbound approach, the lane use is proposed as a left-turn only
lane, a thru only lane and a right-tum only lane. The eastbound approach is proposed as two lefi-turn lanes and a3 combination thru and right-turn

lane.

associated with the Toll House Restaurant and located on the north and south side of Dale Drive,

COST CHANGE

This project also includes signal reconstruction and reconstruction of two parking lots on the east side of Colesville Road. Each lot is

US 20 & Dale - Costs for construction, streetlighting, and signalization based on latest work order contract unit prices; and refined design reflects
additional closed section (i.e. additicnal curb and gutter) as compared to original concept design. MD 390 & MD 410 - Costs increased due to utility
relocations reimbursed to MSHA which exceeded their original estimate.

JUSTIFICATION

The improvement at Dale Drive and Colesville Road (US 29) will result in improved safety and traffic flow.

OTHER

16th Street (MD 390) and East-West Highway (MD 410) - construction

Dale Drive at Colesvilie Road (US 29} - construction FYDS-FY 11,

OTHER DISCLOSURES

complete; ulility relocations reimbursed to MSHA.

- Land acquisition will be funded initiafly through ALARF, and then reimbursed by a future apprdpn‘ation from this project. The iotal cost of this project
will increase when land expenditures are programmed.

APPROPRIATION AND EXPENDITURE DATA
Date First Appropriation FY&7 {3000)
First Cost Estimate
Current Scope FYos 3812
Last FY's Cost Estimate 3.418
Appropriation Reguest FY0o g4 {aad
Appropriation Request Est. FY10 24544
Supplemental Appropriation Request o
Transfer ’ ]
Cumulative Appropriation 894
Expenditures / Encumbrances ]
Unencumbered Balance B85
Partial Closeout Thru 'FYOB 4,135
New Partial Closeout FYo7 230
Total Partial Closeout 4,365

COORDINATION

Developers

Department of Permitting Services
Facility Planning-Transportation
Maryland-National Capital Park and
Planning Comimission

Maryland State Highway Administration
Sitver Spring Redevelopment Project
Citizen's Advisory Board

MAP

See Map on Next Page




